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AN ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT MANAGEMENT 
PARTICIPANTS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS 
IN SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the role of school dis-
trict employees in management positions in completing these tasks that 
define the collective.bargaining process occurring between a district's 
Board of Education and teacher's organization. The study addressed the 
following questions: (1) To what extent are the management representa-
tives or participants involved in preparing for collective bargaining? 
(2) To what extent are the management representatives involved in the 
collective bargaining process? (3) To what extent are the management 
representatives involved in contract management? (4) What is the rela-
tionship between demographic data and the involvement of management rep-
resentatives in the collective bargaining process? (5) What impact has 
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act had on the roles of manage-
ment representatives in the collective bargaining process? 
Data for this study were collected through the administration of an 
author-developed questionnaire. Responses were obtained from 181 of 298 
elementary, high school and unit school district superintendents in 
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties in Illinois. The 
resulting data were analyzed using cross-tabulation of frequency and 
percentage of response to all variables and a chi-square test of signifi-
cance. A content analysis was performed on the open-ended questions. 
The .05 level of significance was used on all statistical tests. 
Significant relationships existed among management representatives 
by role, task and demographic variables in the three phases of collec-
tive bargaining. 
Conclusions from this study were: 
(1) The board of education's primary role in the bargaining pro-
cess was to determine the composition of the negotiating team, 
attend negotiations sessions and participates in caucus ses-
sions. 
(2) The superintendent was the most primarily involved management 
participant in all phases of the collective bargaining pro-
cess. 
(3) One-third of the districts participating in this study did not 
employ business managers. 
(4) Principals were involved less in all apsects of the bargaining 
process than any other management participant. 
(5) Attorneys were primarily involved in conducting legal research 
and developing language to be used in the contract. 
(6) One-third of the districts employed an administrator defined 
as "other", who managed personnel functions and assumed a pri-
mary role in the bargaining process. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The 1960s brought about dramatic changes in the relationship be-
tween educational employees and their employers. Traditionally and his-
torically, boards of education had unilateral managerial control over 
the operation of public schools. Teachers, as employees of the board of 
education, had little to say in the day-to-day operation of the schools. 
In an effort to obtain greater power in the decision-making process, 
these teachers, and other public school employees, have turned to 
collective "group action." (McCarthy and Cambron, 1981). 
Collective bargaining is a rather recent phenomenon in the public 
sector, almost wholly a post-World War II occurrence, with the most 
significant bargaining relationships having emerged between teacher orga-
nizations and boards of education partially as a result of the United 
Federation of Teachers in New York City attaining bargaining rights in 
the 1960s. Although the major teacher organizations in this country, 
the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of 
Teachers (AFT) have been in existence since the late 1800s, it has only 
been in the past two decades that they have sought power for the improve-
ment of the teacher's lot through local school district negotiations. 
1 
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Local school districts in Illinois first began negotiating 
contracts with their employees on a more widespread basis in ·the late 
1960s. The bargaining that has occurred within local school districts 
over the past fifteen years has been conducted in what Mackey and 
Duggen, attorneys with Klein, Thorpe and Jenkins, Ltd., called in a 
presentation at a labor law confe~nce in 1983, a "legislative vacuum." 
This term described the unusual state of events in Illinois, where 
numerous school districts have negotiated with employees and entered 
into collective bargaining agreements with recognized bargaining units 
regardless of the absence of a statute mandating and regulating 
collective bargaining for school district employees. However, on 
January 1, 1984, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA), 
was enacted, which resulted in Illinois joining those other states who, 
legislatively regulate the collective bargaining between local boards of 
education and employee groups. 
The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act states in Section I, 
Policy, that: 
It is the public policy of this State and the purpose 
of this State and the purpose of this Act to promote 
orderly and constructive relationships between all 
educational employees and their employers. Unre-
solved disputes between the educational employees and 
their employers are injurious to the public, and the 
General Assembly is therefore aware that adequate 
means must be established for minimizing them and 
providing for their resolution. It is the purpose of 
this act to regulate labor relations between educa-
tional employers and educational employees, including 
the designation of educational employee representa-
tives, negotiation of wages, hours and other condi-
tions of employment and resolution of disputes aris-
ing under collective bargaining agreements. The 
General Assembly recognizes that substantial differ-
ences exist between educational employees and other 
public employees as a result of the uniqueness of the 
educational work calendar and educational work duties 
and the traditional and historical patterns of collec-
tive bargaining between educational employers and 
educational employees and that such differences 
demand statutory regulation of collective bargaining 
between educational employers or educational employ-
ees in a manner that recognizes these differences. 
Recognizing that harmonious relationships are re-
quired between educational employers and their employ-
ees, the General Assembly has determined that the 
overall policy may best be accomplished by (a) 
granting to educational employees the right to orga-
nize and choose freely their representatives; (b) 
requiring educational employers to negotiate and bar-
gain with employee organizations representing educa-
tional employees and to enter into written agreements 
evidencing the result of such bargaining; and (c) 
establishing procedures to provide for the protection 
of the rights of the educational employee, the educa-
tional employer and the public. 
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Since collective bargaining is such a relatively recent phenomenon 
in the public sector, it is important to note that although public sec-
tor collective bargaining has been significantly influenced by private 
sector bargaining, several differences distinguish the two areas. McCar-
thy and Cambron have stated that removing the decision-making authority 
from public officials through the collective bargaining process is view-
ed as an "infringement of the soverign power of government." (McCarthy 
and Cambron, 1981). They believed that this position is taken by those 
who are against collective bargaining within the public section. Second-
ly, the importance of the strike and the role a strike plays in the col-
lective bargaining process is often viewed negatively by those opposed 
to public sector bargaining because of the nature of public services. 
Now that all districts in Illinois are required to collectively 
bargain within given parameters, questions have been raised regarding 
4 
the collective bargaining process and the roles that various school dis-
trict representatives play in such a process. Conspicuously absent from 
the literature is research specific to the role function of school dis-
trict management participants in collective bargaining. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of the role 
of various identified school district management participants in comple-
ting the tasks that are defined as comprising the collective bargaining 
or negotiations process which occurs between the school district's board 
of education and the identified teachers' organization. 
The study was guided by the following research questions: 
1. To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in preparing for collective bargain-
ing/negotiations? 
2. To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in the collective bargaining/negotia-
tions process itself? 
3. To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in contract management? 
4. What is the relationship between various demographic data and 
the extent to which the management representatives or partici-
pants are involved in the collective bargaining/negotiations 
process? 
s. What impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act 
(H.B. 1530) had on the role of management representatives or 
participants in the collective bargaining/negotiations pro-
cess? 
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Scope and Design of the Study 
In this survey and subsequent analysis of the role of man_agement 
participants in a school district's collective bargaining process, all 
298 superintendents were contacted from elementary, high school and unit 
districts in the six counties surrounding the Chicago, Illinois metropol-
itan area. The counties included Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and 
Will (see Appendix A). 
A questionnaire was developed and field tested twice by three 
superintendents and one personnel director currently employed by differ-
ent suburban Cook County school districts. All field testers had long-
term experience participating in the collective bargaining process with-
in their respective districts. The questionnaire was changed to reflect 
the information received as a result of the field testing. The six-
page questionnaire was then mailed to the 298 superintendents. The 
questionnaire included one page of demographic information regarding the 
district, a list of tasks specific to the _three identified stages or 
phases of the collective bargaining process including Preparation for 
Bargaining/Negotiations, Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process, 
Contract Management and two open-ended questions regarding the perceived 
impact of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (H.B. 1530). The 
superintendents were asked to indicate which role (Primary, Secondary, 
Little or None, or Not Employed by the District) each of six management 
participants played in each phase of collective bargaining. The 
management participants listed in the survey included the board of 
education, superintendent, business manager, principal, attorney and 
other (to be defined). 
6 
The first mailing produced a fifty-eight percent response. A sub-
sequent mailing increased the response rate to seventy-two·percent. 
However, thirty-two questionnaires were discarded because the responding 
district indicated that it did not bargain or negotiate or because the 
questionnaire was incomplete. Therefore, the useable response rate was 
sixty-one percent. 
The collected data were tabulated and analyzed to determine the 
involvement of the listed management participants in the three phases of 
the collective bargaining process. Additional information was collected 
regarding the type of school district, current student enrollment, loca-
tion of district, by county, number of schools within the district, domi-
nant district teacher organization affiliation, number of years superin-
tendent has served the current district and the date of the first nego-
tiated contract. The additional data were tabulated and analyzed to 
determine the interrelationships among the variables and whether or not 
these factors had a significant impact on the overall process. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms are central to understanding the purpose of 
this research and are, therefore, defined: 
1. Collective bargaining or collective negotiations: a process 
of negotiation between an employer and the employee represen-
tative (union) regarding specifically defined issues (i.e., 
wages, hours, working conditions). The essence of bargaining 
is compromise and concession-making on matters over which 
there is conflict between the parties. The result is an 
agreement to which each has contributed and which each volun-
tarily agrees to support which may satisfy neither. · 
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2. Preparation for bargaining or preparation for negotiations: a 
series of tasks or steps, typically including data collection, 
study, analysis, communication, which are undertaken by both 
the employer and employee representative (union) to enable 
both to be ready for collective bargaining/negotiations. 
3. Teacher or employee representative (union): an organization 
in which membership includes educational employees, and which 
exists for the purpose, in whole or in part, of dealing with 
employers concerning grievances, employee-employer disputes, 
wages, rates of pay, hours of employment, or conditions of 
work. 
4. Bargaining unit: a group of employees recognized by the em-
ployer or group of employers, or designated by an authorized 
agency as appropriate for representation by a labor organiza-
tion for the purpose of collective negotiations. 
5. Contract: a written agreement that is legally enforceable. 
6. Caucus sessions: a time when either party participating in 
collective bargaining/negotiatons separates itself from the 
group to discuss strategy and/or issues under consideration. 
7. Grievance process/procedure: a formal plan set forth in the 
collective agreement/contract which provides for the adjust-
8 
rnent of grievances through discussions at progressively higher 
levels of authority in management and the employee organiza-
tion. 
8. Bargaining or negotiating team: a group of individuals selec-
ted to represent the employer or employee organization and to 
participate in the collective bargaining or negotiations pro-
cess. 
9. Management participants: selected employees of a school dis-
trict, employed or functioning in an administrative or manage-
ment capacity, who represent the organization and participate 
in the collective bargaining/negotiations process. 
10. Primary role: individual employed by or representing the em-
ployer who is responsible for the completion of the task. 
11. Secondary role: individual employed or representing the em-
ployer who is responsible for providing some information or 
data relative to the completion of the task. 
12. Little/No role: individual employed or representing the em-
ployer who is consulted infrequently or not at all relative to 
the completion of a task. 
13. H.B. 1530: House Bill 1530, the Illinois Educational Labor 
Relations Act whose purpose is to regulate labor relations be-
tween educational employers and educational employees. 
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Limitations of the Study 
There were several limitations of this study. Because.the sample 
included school districts in six counties surrounding the Chicago, Illi-
nois metropolitan area, findings may be limited and generalized to simi- , 
lar school districts in similar geographic areas. 
Because of time limitations, and the size of the sample, personal 
interviews were not conducted with superintendent respondents. Since 
all questionnaires were mailed, there was no opportunity to do further 
probing of specific responses to specific questions or sections of the 
survey, particularly the open-ended questions pertaining to the Illinois 
Educational Labor Relations Act. 
The use of sophisticated or exotic methods of data analysis was 
precluded by the nature of the instrument itself. Since responses were 
compiled according to frequency and percentages of response to each 
item, the results of the survey could only be presented in multi-vari-
able tables summarizing frequencies with accompanying narrative descrip-
tions. The Chi-square test of significance was the only measure of sig-
nificance among variables that was used. 
The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act was enacted January 
1, 1984. One of the goals of this research was to determine the extent 
of the impact of such a statute on the individual collective bargaining 
practices within local school districts. Although the research study 
was begun in the early part of 1986, a full two years later, it is high-
ly likely that those two years did not represent a long enough period of 
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time in which the full impact of this legislation could be measured. On 
the other hand, since a number of the school districts located within 
the six county sample have been collectively bargaining for a number of 
years, the impact of H.B. 1530 may have been minimal, if not almost neg-
ligible. 
Existing research specifically examining the role and relationship 
of school district management participation in the collective bargaining 
process was not detected during the review of the literature. According-
ly, the rationale for including management participants as a variable in 
this study lies in the personal and professional curiosities of this 
investigator. 
Significance of the Study 
The impact of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (H.B. 
1530) has put additional demands on public school districts to formalize 
past practices in their relationships with various groups of employees 
as they collectively bargain specific issues relative to employment. 
This study may be of practical significance to boards of educa-
tion, superintendents, and central office administrators involved in 
collective bargaining and teacher organizations. By examining the 
extent of the role of the various school district management partici-
pants in the collective bargaining process, this study may help to dev-
elop a model for determining specific, appropriate and optimal roles for 
each participant in such a series of events. This delineation of role 
may help achieve the following: 
1. To provide insight and data to school administrators and 
boards of education regarding the process of collective 
bargaining. 
2. To delineate those collective bargaining tasks that are 
primarily, secondarily and rarely completed by identified 
school district management representatives or participants. 
3. To provide information and data to university training pro-
grams in school administration and labor relations. 
4. To explore different role functions of identified school 
district management representatives engaging in collective 
bargaining. 
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Finally, this study may be of theoretical value by contributing to 
the literature on the role of management participants in the collective 
bargaining process in school districts. 
Organization of the Study 
This first chapter has included an introduction to the study, a 
statement of the problem to be investigated, the research questions ad-
dressed by the study, the scope and design of the study, definitions of 
terms, and a discussion of the limitations and significance of the study. 
Chapter II provides a review of related literature and research. Chap-
ter III describes the design and methodology of the study, including 
instrumentation, collection of data and procedures for data analysis. 
The data are presented and analyzed in Chapter IV. In Chapter V, find-
ings and conclusions are presented, along with implications for practice 
and recommendations for further research. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of the 
roles of various identified school district management participants 
in completing the tasks that are defined as comprising the collec-
tive bargaining or negotiations process which occurs between the 
school district's board of education and the identified teachers' 
organization. 
Chapter II contains a review of the literature and research in 
the field of collective bargaining. In the first section of this 
chapter, the scope of the history of collective bargaining in educa-
tion is explored. The second section contains a review of the lit-
erature and research relative to various phases of collective bar-
gaining and the roles of various school district management partici-
pants in this process. The review of the literature and research 
in the third section examines the impact of various legislation on 
collective bargaining in education. 
History and Background of Collective Bargaining in Education 
Although it may appear that the idea of teacher unionism is a 
relatively new phenomenon, a review of the literature demonstrates 
that this is not the case. In 1857, a small group of school admin-
istrators (superintendents, principals and college professors) met 
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in Philadelphia at the request of several state education associa-
tions and formed a national teachers association, later called the 
National Education Association (NEA) (Perry and Wildman, 1970). It 
is noteworthy that of the forty-three educators attending this 
first organizational meeting, only a few of them were classroom 
teachers. 
Over the next several years, other like organizations were set 
up in many states, so that, between 1840 and 1861, thirty state 
teachers' associations were formed (Donley, 1976). The major diffi-
culty inherent in the establishment of teachers' organizations or 
associations, and continuing to the present, was that, teachers 
were torn between their desire to improve and promote public educa-
tion, and their need to improve their own condition. Donley 
reports that, "teacher groups have been strained and occasionally 
torn apart by conflicting needs to serve society and to serve self" 
(p. 147). 
The traditional goal of these early associations was non-eco-
nomic. However, a number of the early state associations did col-
lect data on teachers' salaries, pensions and tenure and made some 
lobbying efforts to improve the lot of the classroom teacher. At 
the same time, the NEA was developing a traditional "professional" 
philosophy which viewed teaching as "work done primarily for public 
service and secondarily for earning one's living" (Suzzallo, 1913). 
In 1903, the NEA established a Committee on Teachers' Sala-
ries, Pensions and Tenure. This committee was spearheaded by two 
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Chicago women, Catharine Goggin and Margaret Haley who had a great 
impact on the Chicago Teachers' Federation, which was formed.in 
1897. Through the efforts of these two women, a detailed report, 
the first salary study, was released in 1905, creating interest in 
and lobbying activity to benefit the welfare of teachers. 
The first recorded affiliation of any teacher group with orga-
nized labor occurred in 1902 in San Antonio, Texas. A national 
union of teachers, affiliated with the American Federation of Labor 
was established in 1916 when several "locals" in Chicago and one in 
Gary, Indiana, formed the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) on 
May 9 (Donley, 1976). The unions' immediate success far surpassed 
its expectations. Its membership grew, and, by 1920, membership 
was at 10,000. Blumberg (1985) reported that teacher unionism 
"slumbered" its way through the 1920's, 30's and 40's due to sever-
al reasons. First, the right of teachers to organize and bargain 
collectively had not yet been legally sanctioned. Second, jobs 
were scarce during the Depression, and teachers, like others, were 
thankful to be working. Third, the national climate following 
World War II, when the nation was striving for recovery, was not 
the right time for teacher unions to flourish. It was believed 
that teachers taught because they loved children, and were only 
secondarily concerned with less "professional" issues of salary and 
working conditions. 
However, during the immediate post-war period, two of the 
first local collective bargaining relationships appeared in school 
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districts. The Norwalk, Connecticut, strike in 1946 was the first 
example in the nation's history of an association of teachers achie-
ving formal recognition as the official bargaining agent for the 
teachers. The Norwalk Teachers' Association was recognized as the 
sole bargaining agent for its members following the strike. Nine 
years later, Norwalk became the first teacher bargaining agreement 
to establish and provide an appeal process with the state commis-
sioner of education as mediator (Donley, 1976). 
The case of Norwalk Teachers' Association versus Norwalk Board 
of Education of City of Norwalk (1951) has been cited as a landmark 
in the history of collective bargaining. The ruling by the Supreme 
Court of Errors of Connecticut established some noteworthy prece-
dents: (Harris, McIntyre, Littleton, Jr., Long, 1985). 
Besides allowing boards to bargain with teachers so 
long as they did not lose the right to have the last 
word, the case established these very important prec-
edents: 
1. In the absence of prohibitory status or regula-
tion, public employees may organize as a labor 
union. 
2. Being recognized by the board, teachers' organi-
zations may bargain collectively for pay and 
working conditions which ••• may be in the 
power of the board of education to grant. 
3. Boards of education may not abrogate their right 
to have the last word in the bargaining process 
even though they recognize the teachers' union 
and agree to negotiate with it. 
4. Public employees may not singly or collectively 
strike to enforce their demands. 
5. The parties may legally agree to arbitration of 
a specific dispute so long as the board does so 
voluntarily, and does not lose its power to have 
the last word. 
6. The parties under the same line of reasoning, may 
legally decide to submit disputes to mediation 
under the same rules; and 
7. The board in its relations with teachers' groups 
must retain unto itself ultimate discretion on all 
issues; to do otherwise would be an illegal dele-
gation of its state-given power to others (Nolte, 
1973, pp. 70-71). 
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The largest education system in the United States became the 
site for a bargaining election which would, once and for all, 
awaken teacher associations to the fact that militancy was in the 
cards for the American teacher. In 1960, the New York City school 
system, not on the best terms with its teachers, was asked to hold 
an election to establish organizational affiliation. The board of 
education refused, and the teachers went on strike. Much sympathy 
for the teachers' position was generated within the community. 
Many citizens felt the position was a reasonable request in a demo-
cratic society. Local and national unions exerted pressures on 
municipal politicians. When the board capitulated and a representa-
tion election was held in 1961, the American Federation of 
Teachers, initially, with only about 5,200 members, won the elec-
tion by a huge majority of over 20,000 votes, and became the offi-
cial representative of the teachers in collective bargaining. 
The New York victory for the AFT was a watershed election for 
management-teacher relations in the United States. Perhaps the 
greatest significance of this union victory was that it pushed the 
NEA to move along the same road toward collective bargaining for 
teachers at a more rapid pace (Donley, 1976). 
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The long dormant AFT was suddenly a formidable power in Ameri-
can education and challenged the National Education Association, 
particularly in the nation's larger, urban school districts. This 
challenge produced a profound change in the philosophy and posture 
of the NEA and prompted the NEA to adopt the following "profession-
al procedures" for negotiation: 
The National Education Association insists on the right of 
professional association, through democratically selected 
representatives using professional channels to participate 
with boards of education in determination of policies of 
common concern including salary and other conditions for 
professional serivce. 
The Association believes that procedures should be estab-
lished which provide an orderly method for professional 
education association and board of education to reach 
mutually satisfactory agreements (Perry and Wildman, 1970, 
P• 11) • 
The passage of Public Act 379 in 1965, in Michigan, required 
the NEA state affiliate, the Michigan Education Association, to 
declare itself a union. This event initiated the development of 
new labor-management relations in education and had a strong influ-
ence on the behavior of other state teacher associations. 
In 1959, the Wisconsin Legislature passed the first state stat-
ute granting collective bargaining rights to government employees. 
The majority of states now have similar legislation with Illinois 
following suit in 1984. 
The most rapidly changing practices in public school employee 
and administration relations came about during the 1960's and 
1970's. It appears that both the legal and legislative systems had 
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taken a more liberal view toward the rights of public employees to 
organize themselves and to bargain collectively with their employ-
ees. Collective bargaining has evolved and become a common prac-
tice for most school employees. 
After several years of bargaining between school management 
and teachers' organizations, it is now clear that teachers have the 
right to organize and to join - or not to join - such organizations. 
The right of representation, if specifically granted by a state 
legislature, is extended to teachers and other groups of school 
employees. School boards can agree to bargain with teachers even 
if there is no legislation. Under certain conditions, teachers can 
picket and the right to engage in "lawful political action" appears 
to be well established. Laws differ from state to state on such 
issues as mediation, fact finding and arbitration (Harris, McIn-
tyre, Littleton, Jr. and Long, 1985). 
By 1970, Perry and Wildman (1970) reported that thirty-six 
states had laws requiring collective bargaining for public employ-
ees. Thirteen states had laws approving various forms of compul-
sory unionism. The courts and the National Labor Relations Board 
have declared approximately seventy items to be mandatory bargain-
ing items. During the 1960's and 1970's, organized labor made a 
strong effort to bring all public employees under a federal collec-
tive bargaining law. Bills were introduced in Congress and support 
was being sought, however, in 1976, the United States Supreme Court 
19 
overturned amendments to the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1966 and 
1974, This Court decision brought into question any federal law 
that would extend to school employees collective bargaining rights 
(Harris, McIntyre, Littleton, Jr, and Long, 1985), 
By 1985, approximately forty states had enacted legislation 
that permits the legal existence of teachers' unions and allows 
collective bargaining, In addition to the power that local 
teachers' organizations have obtained, such organizations have be-
come increasingly more powerful on the state level. Many states 
have teachers' organizations with highly sophisticated and influen-
tial lobbying groups, and few legislators ignore the influence weil-
ded by such groups. Teachers, through their unions, appear to have 
gained a major political role that has gone far beyond the issues 
of salary and working conditions. They have become an important 
part of our political system. 
Blumberg (1985) reports that the growth in numbers and power 
of teachers' organizations has had a chilling effect on most boards 
of education. The reasons for this response has been that boards 
often view the emergent teachers' groups as infringing upon their 
power prerogatives. Additionally, boards of education view union 
activity as being responsible for the increased costs of running a 
school district, as unprofessional and as challenging the role of 
the board of education as policy maker of the district. One super-
intendent reported: 
The union is certainly becoming a major factor in the 
power structure of education. We have to realize their 
first interest for themselves, for their constituents, 
and for the total amount of power they can obtain. The 
union movement has changed the character of school dis-
trict organization (Blumberg, 1985, p. 100). 
The Collective Bargaining Process: 
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The Role of Management Participants in the Three Stages of 
Negotiations 
After a careful review of the literature relative to collec-
tive bargaining, particular in educational settings, it was deter-
mined that the collective bargaining or negotiations process is 
divided into three very specific and well-defined stages or phases. 
Phase I, called, preparation for bargaining/negotiations included 
numerous tasks that must be organized and accomplished so as to 
significantly influence the outcome of collective bargaining. 
Phase II, the actual process of collectively bargaining, is 
followed by the third and final stage of the process, referred to 
as contract management. According to the literature, various 
management participants throughout the entire process assume differ-
ing roles in each of these aspects of bargaining. 
A study in 1978 of fifteen major organizations responding to 
questions regarding the bargaining process, and subsequently pub-
lished in Personnel Journal, reported that greater attention is 
being paid to what they termed "prebargaining" activities. Adminis-
trators responsible for day-to-day contact with employees, adminis-
trators responsible for personnel and labor relations issues, and 
outside legal counsel play the most important roles in this stage 
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of bargaining. Miller (1980) indicated that this same survey 
reported the following benefits resulting from good, sound 
preplanning in preparation for negotiations: 
Attention can be focused on interrelationships 
between collective bargaining and long-range 
institutional planning. 
Problems encountered during the life of the 
existing contract can be analyzed to deter-
mine desirable changes in contract provisions. 
Line management can be involved in preparing 
for negotiations (an important step for im-
proving contract administration). 
The potential for surprises at the bargaining 
table can be reduced. 
The pace of negotiations can be quickened. 
Alternative bargaining proposals or counter-
proposals can be thoroughly evaluated (Miller, 
1980, p. 112). 
Although Miller (1980) states that there is no "best" list of 
activities that define the planning or preparation phase of bargain-
ing, he offers the following schematic which identifies specific 
activities that, in his opinion, lead to success in the overall 
bargaining process: 
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Preparation for Negotiations 
(WEEKS) 
28 27 26 25 24 23 22 21 20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
• I • I • I . I •• , ••• 1 ••• 
(2) GRIEVANCE AUDIT 
AND ANALYSIS 
(11) CONTRACT 
REVIEW 
(1) • APPROVE PLAN FOR NEGOTIATIONS 
(3) CONTRACT 
ANALYSIS 
(4) WAGES AND BENEFIT 
SURVEYS 
(5) COMPENSATION COSTS 
AND PERSONNEL DATA 
( 12) • REFINE 
BARGAININGj 
STRATEGY 
(13) • SET 
BARGAININGj 
GUIDELINE~ 
(6) • DESIGNATE BARGAINING TEAM 
(7) • DESIGNATE COORDINATING COMMITTEE 
(8) MULTI-EMPLOYER COORDINATION 
(9) CONTINGENCY PLANNING 
(10) COMMUNICATION PROGRAMS 
(14) FINALIZE 
PROPOSALS 
( 15) • BRIEF 
DIRECTORS (p. 113) 
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This model includes the following activities that Miller be-
lieves must be conducted to assure successful planning for negotia-
tions: 
1. Approve plan for negotiating - "top" management must 
identify objectives and determine bargaining strategy 
prior to the initiation of any bargaining tasks. 
2. Grievance audit and analysis - a thorough review to 
determine the number of grievances by section of the 
contract and the nature of and impact on the exist-
ing contract to those grievances should be completed 
by management representatives. This task can be 
accomplished by personnel administrators, superin-
tendent and/or the district's attorney. 
3. Contract analysis - a careful review, section by section, 
of the existing contract to identify problem areas, 
indicators of union bargaining objectives and the 
structure and operation of benefit employee plans 
istrators. 
4. Compensation costs and personnel data - one of the most 
important pre-bargaining activities which should allow 
negotiators to rapidly calculate the impact of various 
positions presented during negotiations. 
5. Designating bargaining team - determined by the board of 
education and superintendent, Miller suggests that the 
most important traits of members are technical knowledge, 
experience and personality. 
6. Designate coordinating committee -- such a committe is 
composed of line and staff members of the organiza-
tion that have substantial interest in the outcome of 
bargaining members once designated, meet with members 
of the negotiating team. 
7. Multi-employer coordination - occurring only when various 
organizations are involved in or impacted by bargaining. 
8. Contingency planning - a plan developed for implementation 
as a result of a bargaining impasse. 
9. Communications program - programs to share information 
both ways with various personnel and the public during 
negotiations. 
10. Contract review - completed by th~ coordinating committee. 
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11. Redefine bargaining strategy - the modification of 
original strategy after accomplishment of the above task. 
12. Set bargaining guidelines - the development of a set of 
recommendations for top management with designation to 
the chief negotiator authority to settle contract. 
13. Finalize proposals - the development of written proposals 
to serve as documents referred to during negotiations. 
14. Brief directors - method of briefing board members 
regarding the planning process, guidelines and bargain-
ing strategies (Miller, 1980, pp. 112-118). 
Metzler (1975) suggests that before any negotiating team is 
ready to sit down at the table to negotiate a contract, the board 
of education for the participating school district must have comple-
ted five "crucial" procedures which include: 
1. Prepare board demands. 
2. Prepare and assemble statistical information pertaining 
to the school district. 
3. Analyze the teachers' demands. 
4. List all options available to the board in reference to 
each of the teachers' demands. 
5. Determine all board parameters and develop the negotia-
ting strategy (Metzler, 1975, p. 119). 
Schmidt (1969) also conceives the negotiating process as 
including three stages: preparations for negotiations, negotiating 
the agreement and administering the agreement. He states that nine 
steps have been recommended to be adhered to by management in its 
preparation for bargaining. These steps include: 
1. Thorough study of the present contract to determine those 
sections that require modification. 
2. Close analysis of grievances to determine unworkable 
contract language and to indicate future employee 
demands. 
3. Frequent conferences with principals and supervisors to 
better train such administrators for contract adminis-
tration and to determine how the contract is working 
practically. 
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4. Conferences with other administrators from other districts 
who have contracts with the same employee organizations to 
exchange viewpoints and anticipate future demands. 
s. Use of attitude surveys to determine employee reactions to 
various sections of the contract that may need revision. 
6. Informal conferences with local employee organization 
leaders to discuss operational effectiveness of the 
contract. 
7. Study of commercial reporting service on labor relations 
matters to keep current with recent developments in the 
field. 
8. Collection and analysis of economic data. 
9. Study and analysis of arbitration decisions under the 
current contract (Schmidt, Parker & Repas, 1969, p. 46). 
Fletcher and Herring (1980) underscore that whatever planning 
process is used by the district, it should span more than a few 
weeks, should be initiated by the superintendent, should involve 
all administrators who would subsequently be responsible for manag-
ing any aspect of the contract, should be continuous and should 
involve members of the board of education in their role as policy 
makers. Care should be exercised in selecting members of the nego-
tiating team, choosing administrators who are knowledgeable in cur-
ricular areas as well as finance. A chief negotiator should be 
chosen and empowered by the board of education to be in total 
charge of the district's bargaining team with the right to enter 
into tentative agreements on behalf of the district. 
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The second stage of bargaining, the actual negotiations pro-
cess, is started after the negotiating teams have been selected and 
prepared, statistics compiled, demands categorized and ground rules 
established which can be observed during the bargaining sessions. 
Some of the ground rules include determining the place of meetings, 
time of meetings, frequency and length of meetings, the composition 
and size of both negotiating teams, the procedures for exchanging 
bargaining proposals, the right to caucus and adjourn, the agenda, 
time limits and the use of mediation for dealing with impasse ar-
rived at during bargaining sessions (Schmidt, Parker and Repas, 
1969). 
The negotiations sessions that follow are typically a time for 
the presentation of both sides' demands and arguments, followed by 
requests for clarification of positions and the presentation of 
counter-proposals and accompanying arguments. Schmidt, Parker and 
Repas (1969) report that a review of the literature resulted in the 
definition of several types or categories of patterns of negotia-
tons, keeping in mind the fact that each situation is unique and 
specific to the employment relationship. The four most typical 
patterns of negotiations are as follows: 
Type I. 
Type II. 
Employee organization is first to present demands 
with the board of education presenting counter-
proposals. Reduced demands are met by additional 
counter-proposals and agreement is reached. 
This is a variation of Type I with the board of 
education introducing proposals and demands to 
the employee organization, and results from the 
district's need to monitor or cut costs and meet 
educational objectives. 
Type III. 
Type rv. 
The board of education presents its proposal(s) 
and does not move unless the "facts" are dis-
proven. !here is a risk to this pattern of 
bargaining which requires a great deal of 
preparation. 
The "war" approach included each side presenting 
ultimatums and often reaching impasse (Schmidt, 
Parker and Repas, 1969, p. 56). 
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Bargaining is to be conducted in "good faith", often with peri-
odic joint statements being released that summarize and give 
details about those issues on which both parties have agreed. 
Additional meetings can be held after the agreement is signed and 
ratified by the employee organization and board of education. 
The third and final stage or phase of the collective bargain-
ing process is contract administration or management. The contract 
agreed to by both parties included the compromises made by both 
during negotiations, and should be honored and administered fairly. 
The contract governs salary as well as terms and conditions of em-
ployment. The administration of the contract is conducted primari-
ly through the grievance procedure, which is, itself, a negotiable 
item. Grievances often arise over the interpretation, application 
or alleged violation of the terms of the contract. The grievance 
procedure serves several purposes, and is considered to be an exten-
sion of the collective bargaining process where both parties have 
agreed to resolve any differences that result from the terms of the 
agreement. The grievance procedure is a systematic method for re-
solving disputes, is a channel through which employees can voice 
their dissatisfaction and through which all employees who are mem-
bers of the organization can be represented (Kerschen, 1974; 
Schmidt, Parker & Repas, 1969). 
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Probably the most important aspect of contract management is 
the grievance process, and the way in which various management par-
ticipants in collective bargaining participate in such a process. 
The literature reports that the roles and responsibilities of 
the various management participants in the collective bargaining 
process differ according to each of the three phases of bargaining 
and the tasks and functions to be accomplished within each phase. 
Bailey and Booth (1978), in their book, Collective Bargaining and 
the School Board Member, state that the role of the board of 
education in collective bargaining is primarily one of planning. 
As part of this planning process, or preparations for bargaining, 
the board must determine or select the primary spokesperson or 
negotiator for the bargaining team. Additionally, the board of 
education must maintain open communications with the negotiating 
team, throughout all phases of collective bargaining so that the 
board's goals and objectives can be addressed during bargaining 
sessions and a contract can be negotiated that the board will be 
able to ratify. 
The role of the superintendent in the process of collective 
negotiations cannot be over-emphasized, for his/her role is the 
determinant of the roles of other administrators or management par-
ticipants in the process. Elam, Lieberman and Moskow (1967) indi-
cate that two extreme positions are often expressed relative to the 
superintendent's role. The first is that he/she be bypassed and 
play no part in the process and the second position is that the 
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superintendent serve as the board of education's chief negotiator 
during the process. These authors and others believe that nei-ther 
position will contribute to the long-term good of a school district. 
The literature would indicate that the superintendent's role is 
critical and should enable him to represent the best interests of 
the educational programs within the district. The superintendent 
is the chief administrator of the district, and as such, plays a 
very active role in initiating all of the activities that must be 
accomplished during each phase or stage of negotiations. Whether, 
by nature of the size or type of district, the superintendent is 
the actual person to collect and analyze information, or delegates 
this and other tasks to other management participants such as busi-
ness managers, personnel directors, principals, it is the superin-
tendent who must be responsible for "managing" the entire process. 
The superintendent plays an important communications role in rela-
tion to not only the board of education, and other management par-
ticipants in the process, but also to members of the teachers' 
organization and staff. 
Bailey and Booth ( 1978) define the role of "the administra-
tion" meaning central office administrators as well as building 
principals as providing resources, data, information and support to 
and for the board of education during the bargaining process. In-
cluded in list of activities that could be provided by these manage-
ment participants are the following tasks: 
1. Identifying parts of the current contract which make 
contract management difficult. 
2. Gathering data from school districts with similar 
characteristics that reflect other settlements. 
3. Developing facts about school operations which will be 
affected by an agreement. 
4. Serving as consultants to the district's bargaining team 
regarding proposed items for the contract. 
5. Serving as a temporary or permanent member of the 
negotiating team (Bailey and Booth, 1978, pp. 41-42). 
30 
The final phase of negotiations, contract management, often 
requires that various administrative staff play a role in certain 
tasks - specifically the grievance process. 
Impact of Legislation on Collective Bargaining 
in Education 
McCarthy and Cambron (1981) report that prior to the 1930s, 
labor relations in the private sector were "dominated by the j udi-
ciary" with management often being favored. Employee efforts to 
gain recognition for the purposes of bargaining were often thwarted 
by judicial intervention in the private sector through injunctions 
against strikes and boycotts. As a result, the courts often ruled 
in favor of management, thereby slowing the process of union devel-
opment. The Norris-LaGuardia Act was passed in 1932, and had the 
effect of providing support to the worker. The purpose of this 
federal legislation was to restrict the role of the courts in labor 
disputes. The Norris-LaGuardia Act accomplished this by preventing 
the use of an injunction except in the event that public safety 
and/or health would be jeopardized or the union activity was clear-
ly against the law. No new rights were accorded employees, but, 
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rather, there was a lessening of judicial control that had effec-
tively prevented the development of unions. The Act also affirmed 
the right of employees in the private sector to engage in collec-
tive bargaining, however, there was no obligation for employers to 
bargain or even recognize the union (Mackert, 1973). 
In 1935, the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) was passed by 
Congress also referred to as the Wagner Act. The NLRA was a cru-
cial private sector law which opened the door and legitimatized or 
equalized the collective bargaining process. In addition to provid-
ing the legal foundation for collective bargaining, the NLRA also 
established an administering agency, the National Labor Relations 
Board (NLRB), created to monitor claims of unfair labor practices. 
The establishment of the NLRB provided an administrative orga-
nization within the private sector. The constitutionality of the 
NLRB was confirmed through a series of court decisions by the 
United States Supreme Court in 1937, which found that Congress had 
acted appropriately when they passed the NLRA (Mackert, 1973). 
The National Labor Relations Act was amended in 1947 by the 
Labor Management Relations Act, also known as the Taft-Hartley Act. 
While the Wagner Act did the same by regulating union practices, 
thereby providing a balance between labor and management. Since 
1947, additional amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act have further 
limited union abuses and ensured greater freedom of choice to the 
individual relative to collective bargaining (McCarthy and Cambron, 
1981). 
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Several significant court decisions impacted greatly on 
teachers. In addition to the Norwalk Teachers' Association v. 
Board of Education decision in 1951, which entitled teachers to 
organize and boards of education to negotiate, the New Hampshire 
Supreme Court rendered a decision in 1957 (Manchester v. Manchester 
Teachers' Guild) which upheld an injunction prohibiting the teach-
ers' organization from striking (Mackert, 1973). 
In June of 1961, President John F. Kennedy appointed a task 
force to investigate and make recommendations regarding employee-
management relations in the federal government. The resultant docu-
ment, Executive Order 10988, issued by President Kennedy on January 
17, 1962, gave to all federal employees numerous rights to organize 
and collectively bargain. The order was a significant milestone 
for public employees and granted them the right to: (1) join or 
not join the organization of their choosing, (2) receive informal, 
formal or exclusive recognition, (3) meet and confer with respect 
to personnel policies and working conditions and (4) use advisory 
arbitration or grievances on contract interpretation or application 
(Mackert, 1973, p. 35-36). 
It was not until the late 1960s that the rights of public em-
ployees, including teachers, to join a union were fully established. 
Restrictions against joining a union were challenged in various 
states through the courts. The Supreme Court held in Keyishian v. 
Board of Education that "public employment could not be conditioned 
on the relinquishment of free association rights," while McLaughlin 
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v. Tilendis determined that "mt-i.l.l.dividual's right to join a union 
is protected by the first amendment" (McCarthy and Cambron, .1981, 
p. 147) • 
Individual state statutes and constitutions govern collective 
bargaining rights for employees. States who do have laws governing 
bargaining differ as to the rights afforded an employee. Courts 
often view collective bargaining as falling within the purview of 
legislative authority, and have restricted their involvement to the 
interpretation of statutes and constitutions. It is interesting to 
note that there is no uniformity among states regarding collective 
bargaining practices, and a wide range of experiences exists from 
state to state. McCarthy and Cambron (1981) report that while New 
York has a detailed collective bargaining statute, other states 
such as Virginia and North Carolina prohibit negotiated contracts 
between teachers' organizations and boards of education. In the 
absence of legislation mandating bargaining, some states have adop-
ted statutes which permissively allow negotiated agreements. It 
was not until January 1, 1984, that Illinois adopted a statute 
which regulated collective bargaining for school employees. The 
passage of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA or 
House Bill 1530) filled the legislative vacuum that had been 
present since the late 1960s, when numerous boards of education 
began to bargain without statutory requirement. 
The IELRA contains several provisions that may impact on the 
roles played by the management participants in a district's collec-
tive bargaining process. Such provisions are listed as follows: 
Section 4. Employer rights ••• employers, however, shall 
be required to bargain collectively with regard to policy 
matters directly affecting wages, hours and terms and con~ 
ditions of employment ••• 
Section 7. Recognition of exclusive bargaining representa-
tion -- unit determination. The Board is empowered to ad-
minister the recognition of bargaining representatives of 
employees of public school districts ••• 
Section 10. Duty to Bargain. A public employer and the ex-
clusive representative have the authority and the duty to 
bargain collectively as set forth in this section. (a) Col-
lective bargaining is the performance of the mutual obliga-
tions of the educational employer and the representative of 
the educational employees to meet at reasonable times and 
confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours and other 
terms and conditions of employment, and to execute a written 
contract ••• (c) The collective bargaining agreement ••• 
shall contain a grievance resolution procedure ••• 
Section 11. Non-member fair share payments. 
Section 12. Impasses procedures. 
Section 14. Unfair labor practices (Illinois Educational 
Labor Relations Act, 1984, pp. 5 - 17). 
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Since management participants in collective bargaining must 
complete various tasks that allow the negotiations process to 
occur, it is highly probable that the roles of such participants 
would be altered as a direct result of the passage and subsequent 
implementation of this act. 
Summary of Literature and Research 
Chapter II has provided a review of the literature and 
research relative to the topics of the history and background of 
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collective bargaining in education, the role of management partici-
pants in three stages or phases of bargaining and the impact of 
legislation on collective bargaining in education. 
Section one of the literature and research review demonstrated 
that teacher unionism is not a new phenomenon and chronicled the 
development and rise of the two major teacher organizations in this 
country - the National Education Association and the American Fede-
ration of Teachers. 
Section two of the literature and research review identifies 
three stages or phases of collective bargaining - preparations for 
bargaining, the collective bargaining process and contract manage-
ment. Specific tasks or activities that define each stage of bar-
gaining were identified and the various roles played by the manage-
ment participants within a school district were discussed. 
Section three of the literature and research reviewed major 
legislative landmarks relative to collective bargaining in educa-
tion including the National Labor Relations Act, the Taft-Hartley 
Act, Executive Order 10988 and selected court cases. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The review of related literature and research reported in Chapter 
II indicated that there was little research available regarding the 
roles of various school district employees in management positions in 
completing those tasks that define the collective bargaining/negotiation 
process occurring between that district's board of education and teach-
er's organization. Documentation was presented establishing the validi-
ty of examining such roles. The history and background of collective 
bargaining in education, and the roles of participants in various phases 
of collective bargaining, the preparation for bargaining, actual bargain-
ing and contract management, were reviewed. Additionally, the impact of 
legislation on collective bargaining in education was examined as a part 
of the current research study. 
The purpose of this study was to determine the role played by 
school district employees in management positions in completing the var-
ious tasks that define the collective bargaining/negotiation process 
occurring between a district's board of education and teacher's organiza-
tion. This purpose was accomplished by conducting a quantitative analy-
sis of the results of a survey instrument sent to all of the superinten-
dents of elementary, high school and unit school districts in the six-
county metropolitan area surrounding, but excluding, Chicago. 
36 
Selection of Population 
Survey 
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The population selected for this study included all superinten-
dents of elementary, high school and unit school districts in the follow-
ing counties in Illinois: 
COUNTY 
Cook 
DuPage 
Kane 
Lake 
McHenry 
Will 
TOTAL NUMBER OF DISTRICTS 
143 (excluding Chicago) 
45 
9 
51 
21 
29 
There are 298 such districts and questionnaires were sent to the 
superintendent of each of the 298 school districts. Districts were iden-
tified from the Illinois State Board of Education's directory entitled, 
1984-85 Illinois Public School Districts and Schools. 
Sources of Data 
The review of the related literature and research conducted in 
Chapter II revealed no instrument appropriate for this research. There-
fore a questionnaire was developed during the 1985-86 school year. In 
the course of researching this subject, over thirty-six items emerged as 
potential tasks to be accomplished during three identified phases or 
stages of the collective bargaining process. The three phases or stages 
of bargaining included: 
I. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations 
II. Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process 
III. Contract Management 
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The sources used for identifying the bargaining phases and specifc tasks 
associated with each phase were: 
1. Review of the related literature and research 
2. Practicing superintendents of school districts in Illinois 
3. Practicing personnel directors of school districts in Illinois 
4. Labor attorneys 
5. Documents produced by the Illinois Association of School 
Boards 
6. Document produced by the National PTA (Parent/Teacher 
Association) 
The thirty-six potential tasks were reviewed and a number of items 
that were redundant or not specific to the process of collective bargain-
ing were eliminated. The twenty-seven remaining tasks were grouped by 
function into one of three identified phases or stages of collective 
bargaining: ten tasks were included in Preparation for Bargaining/ 
Negotiations, eleven tasks were included in the Collective Bargainin2/ 
Negotiations, and six items defined Contract Management. 
The questionnaire also requested the following data: 
1. Name of school district 
2. Number of schools in district 
3. Current district pupil enrollment 
4. How long have you served as superintendent of schools in this 
district? How many years have you been employed as a superin-
tendent? 
5. Date of last negotiated contract (certified and non-certified 
staff) 
6. Central office staff employed by district 
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Field Study - Development of the Instrument 
The questionnaire was field tested by administering it to three 
superintendents and one personnel director in four different suburban 
Cook County school districts. All field testers had participated exten-
sively in the collective bargaining process within their respective dis-
tricts. 
Participants in the field testing were asked to review the six 
page questionnaire and to comment on the following with respect to the 
entire document: 
1. Length of time to complete the questionnaire 
2. Clarity of language for each item included in questionnaire 
3. Ambiguity of items - suggested changes 
4. Redundancy of items - suggested changes 
5. Other comments/suggested changes 
6. Overall impression and reaction to the questionnaire 
The field testing resulted in four significant changes in the body 
of the questionnaire and the inclusion of three additional questions 
added to page one (demographic information) of the questionnaire. 
As a result of redundacy noted by the field testers, the number of 
items was reduced to twenty-five. Added to each of the twenty-five 
statements was the phrase "Does Not Apply." 
Each of the four field testers expressed the need for a definition 
of the potential responses (primary, secondary, little/none, not 
employed by district). 
P = Played PRIMARY role (responsible for completion of task) 
S = Played SECONDARY role (provided information/data) 
0 = Played LITTLE/NO role (consulted infrequently) 
N = Not employed by district. 
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Another significant change resulting from the field testing was 
the inclusion of two questions requiring open-ended narrative responses. 
These questions referenced the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act, 
also known as House Bill (H.B.) 1530. The questions were: 
a. Please list any changes in the roles of the management parti-
cipants in your collective bargaining process that have occur-
red as a result of H.B. 1530. 
b. Please indicate the section/portion of H.B. 1530 that resulted 
in those changes listed above. 
The final document included the following items that were added to 
page one as identifying or demographic data requested from each 
respondent: 
1. Name of school district 
2. County in which district is located 
3. Number of schools in district 
4. Type of school district (elementary, high school, unit) 
5. Current district pupil enrollment 
6. Length of time as superintendent of schools in this district 
7. Length of time employed as superintendent 
8. Current collective bargaining status 
Starting date of first negotiated contract 
Starting date of current negotiated contract 
Duration of current negotiated contract 
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9. Dominant teacher organization affiliation (IEA, AFT, neither, 
both, independent) 
10. Identification of central office staff employed by responding 
district 
Necessary changes emerging from the field testing were 
incorporated into the revised final document (see Appendix B). The 
questionnaire became a three-sheet, back-to-back document. The cover 
page included general information, instructions and nine questions 
pertaining to identifying or demographic data. Page two through page 
five listed twenty-five tasks specific to the overall collective 
bargaining process, grouped into Section I. Preparation for 
Bargaining/Negotiations, Section II. Collective Bargaining/ 
Negotiations Process, and Section III. Contract Management. Each of 
the twenty-five statements included a "Does Not Apply" option. For each 
statement or task, the respondent was required to indicate the role 
(Primary, Secondary, Little/No, or Not employed by District) played by 
the six management participants in collective bargaining. The six 
participants included: 
1. Board of Education 
2. Superintendent 
3. Business Manager 
4. Principal 
5. Attorney 
6. Other (by name) 
Two open-ended questions were included. The purpose of these ques-
tions was to determine the impact of the Illinois Educational Labor 
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Relations Act (House Bill 1530) on the roles of management 
representatives in the collective bargaining process. Therefore, a 
superintendent completing the questionnaire and for whom all twenty-five 
items would be applicable, would give 150 responses to Sections I, II, 
and III. An assumption was made that superintendents were best able to 
complete the survey since the broad category of personnel management and 
the specific function of collective bargaining is identified as a 
management responsibility for a superintendent of schools by the 
Illinois Association of School Boards in the document, "A Superintendent 
Appraisal System" (Booth & Glaub). 
The questionnaires, with a cover letter and a stamped, self-addres-
sed return envelope, were mailed to the 298 superintendents in January, 
1986 (See Appendices C and D). The mailing was designed so that the 
superintendents' responses could be anonymous. Those superintendents 
who wanted a copy of the results of the research were invited to request 
one. 
The first mailing resulted in a 59.7 percent response. In Febru-
ary, 1986, a second request for response was mailed with a stamped, self-
addressed return envelope (see Appendix E). This mailing yielded addi-
tional responses making a total return of 71.5 percent. A breakdown of 
the number of questionnaires mailed, and the numbers and responses after 
the first and second mailing for each county is shown below: 
!.3 
NUMBER OF 
QUESTION-
NAIRES RETURN FROM RETURN FROM TOTAL 
COUNTY MAILED FIRST MAILING SECOND MAILING RESPONSES 
Cook 143 90 (62.9%) 17 (11.9%) 107 (74.8%) 
DuPage 45 28 (62.2%) 4 ( 8. 9%) 32 (71. 1%) 
Kane 9 7 (77.7%) 1 (11.1%) 8 (88.8%) 
Lake 51 25 (49.0%) 5 ( 9.8%) 30 ( 58 .8%) 
McHenry 21 13 (61.9%) 3 (14.3%) 16 (76.2%) 
Will 29 15 (51.7%) 5 (17.2%) 20 (68.9%) 
TOTAL 298 178 (59.7%) 35 ( 11 .8%) 213 (71.5%) 
Of the 213 responses received, thirty-two were discarded. Ten of 
the thirty-two not used were districts who did not complete the question-
naire because those districts did not bargain or negotiate. The 
remaining twelve (of the thirty-two) questionnaires were eliminated 
because they were incomplete. Therefore, 181 questionnaires (60.7%) of 
those mailed were analyzed. 
Preparation of the Data 
Chapter IV presents the results of the questionnaire in multi-vari-
able tables using frequency analysis. The Chi-square test of signifi-
cance was applied to determine systematic relationships among variables. 
An accompanying narrative description and analysis of each table is pre-
sented. A content analysis of the two open-ended questions was per-
formed and is also presented in Chapter IV. 
Treatment of the Data 
The primary investigation focused on determining the extent that 
the listed management participants were involved in the three phases of 
the bargaining process; preparation for bargaining/negotiations, the 
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collective bargaining/negotiations process and contract management. The 
responses were tallied and charts were developed to demonstrate the re-
sults. The data were organized and analyzed as follows: 
1. Frequency of responses for each item by county - Cook, DuPage, 
Kane, Lake, McHenry or Will. 
2. Frequency of responses for each item by number of schools in 
each district - grades K-5; grades 6-8 or other. 
3. Frequency of responses for each item by the type of school 
district - elementary, high school or unit. 
4. Frequency of response for each item by years the current 
superintendent has served as such in the district 
5. Frequency of responses for each item by the date of the dis-
trict's first negotiated contract. 
6. Frequency of responses for each item by the dominant teacher 
organization affiliation - IEA, AFT, Neither or Independent. 
7. The number and percentage of dominant teacher organization 
affiliation (IEA, AFT, Neither, Independent) for responding 
school districts by county - Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry 
or Will. 
8. The number and percentage of dominant teacher organization af-
filiation (IEA, AFT, Neither, Independent) by the type of re-
sponding school district (elementary, high school or unit). 
9. The date of the currently negotiated contract by the type of 
responding school district (elementary, high school or unit 
district). 
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10. A cross-tabulation of school districts by number of schools in 
the district (grades K-5, grades 6-8 or other) by the type of 
school district (elementary, high school or unit) and by the 
current district pupil enrollment. District enrollment fell 
into one of the following six categories, identified by the 
Planning Research and Evaluation Department, Research Statis-
tics Section of the Illinois State Board of Education (Illi-
nois Teacher Salary Schedule and Contract provision Study -
1984-85): 
1. Under 500 
2. 500 - 999 
3. 1,000 - 2,999 
4. 3,000 - 5,999 
5. 6,000 -11,999 
6. 12,000 & up 
The second section of the research focused on the narrative 
responses to the two open-ended questions. Tables reporting the data 
were organized and narrative descriptions were presented (see Chapter 
IV). 
Summary 
This chapter presented a review of the problem, the selection of 
the population for the questionnaire, a description of the source of the 
data, a discussion of the field study and descriptions of how the data 
were presented. 
Chapter IV presents an analysis of the data which is organized 
around each of the five research questions. A summary table is presen-
ted for each of the three components of collective bargaining: I. Pre-
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paration for Bargaining/Negotiations, II. Collective Bargaining/Negotia-
tions Process, and III. Contract Management. A narrative discussion 
follows each of the summary tables. Additional tables are presented 
which summarize each item determined to have a level of significance of 
0.05% or less. Tables summarizing the relationships among the various 
demographic data and the extent to which the management representations 
or participants were involved in collective bargaining are also presen-
ted. A content analysis was performed on the open-ended questions and 
the results are presented and discussed in Chapter IV. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to determine the role played by 
school district employees or representatives functioning in a management 
capacity as they completed the tasks that are inherent in the collective 
bargaining or negotiations process occurring between a school district's 
board of education and the same district's established teacher's organi-
zation. The following research questions were developed to guide this 
study, according to superintendents: 
1. To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in preparing for collective bargaining or 
negotiations? 
2. To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in the collective bargaining or negotia-
tions process itself? 
3. To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in contract management? 
4. What is the relationship between various demographic data and 
the extent to which the management representative or partici-
pants are involved in the collective bargaining or negotia-
tions process? 
5. What impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act 
(House Bill 1530) had on the roles of management representa-
tives or participants in the collective bargaining/negotiations 
process? 
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Procedures of the Study 
The population selected for this study included all superintendents 
of elementary, high school and unit public school districts (excluding 
Chicago) in the following counties in Illinois: Cook, DuPage, Kane, 
Lake, McHenry, and Will. A questionnaire was developed, field tested 
and subsequently administered to the superintendents of the 298 school 
districts located in these identified six counties. The questionnaire 
included twenty-five items or statements which had been determined to be 
specific tasks associated with three phases or stages of any collective 
bargaining process. These stages included: 
1. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations 
2. Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process 
3. Contract Management 
Superintendents were asked to designate which of the management 
participants in collective bargaining (board of education, superinten-
dent, business manager, principal, attorney or other) played a primary, 
secondary or little/none role in completing each of the twenty-five 
tasks. Superintendents were allowed to indicate that the item did not 
apply to their district and/or that any of the identified management 
participants were not employed by the district. 
In addition to requesting responses to the twenty-five items in-
cluded in the questionnaire, superintendents were also asked to indicate 
the following: 
1. Name of school district 
2. County in which district is located 
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3. Number of schools in district 
4. Type of district 
s. Current district pupil enrollment 
6. How long have you served as superintendent of schools in this 
district? 
7. Current collective bargaining status 
8. Dominant teacher organization affiliation 
9. Central office staff employed by district 
Two open-ended questions were also included. Both questions attemp-
ted to determine what impact the Illinois Labor Relations Act (H.B. 
1530) has had on the roles of management participants in the collective 
bargaining process since January 1, 1984. Superintendents were asked to 
list role changes of management participants and to indicate the section 
of the statute that resulted in such changes. 
In January, 1986, questionnaires were mailed to 298 superintendents. 
The first mailing resulted in a sixty percent response. A second mail-
ing yielded additional responses which led to an overall return of seven-
ty-two percent. After questionnaires were eliminated which had been 
incorrectly completed, or which were returned by superintendents who 
stated that their districts did not collectively negotiate, the remain-
ing 181 completed questionnaires, which comprised a response of sixty-
one percent, were then analyzed. 
The results of the analysis of these questionnaires are presented 
in numerous multi-variable tables using frequency analysis. The Chi-
square test of significance was used to determine systematic relation-
ships among the variables. 
so 
Chapter IV is organized around the stated research questions and 
includes tables which summarize and analyze the data. A summary table 
is presented for each of the three components of collective bargaining: 
I. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, II. Collective Bargaining/ 
Negotiations Process, and III. Contract Management. A narrative discus-
sion follows each of the summary tables. Additional tables are presen-
ted which summarize those variables determined to have a level of sig-
nificance of 0.05 or less. Tables are also included which summarize and 
discuss the relationships among the various demographic data and the 
extent to which the management representatives or participants were in-
volved in collective bargaining. Finally, a content analysis performed 
on the two open-ended questions included in the questionnaire is presen-
ted, followed by a discussion of the implications. The last section of 
Chapter IV summarizes the results. 
Research Question Number One 
To what extent are the various management representatives 
or participants involved in preparing for collective bargaining? 
It has been said by several authors that one of the most signifi-
cant and influential aspects of the process of collective bargaining is, 
prebargaining planning, or preparations for negotiations (Hersey, 1977; 
Miller, 1978; Metzler, 1975). A number of specific tasks were identi-
fied, as a result of a review of the literature and research on collec-
tive bargaining, that were clustered into the planning phase which, for 
the purposes of this study, was titled Preparation for Bargaining/Nego-
tiations. These tasks included: an analysis of past grievances to de-
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termine unworkable contract language; an anticipation of future employee 
demands; the determination of the composition of the negotiating team; 
information gathering and compilation of relevant economic data; estab-
lishment of administrative priorities in the actual negotiations pro-
cess; legal research; preparation of administrative proposals and alter-
nate positions to be presented during negotiations and the determining 
if an outside negotiator should be employed. 
Data describing the frequency and percentages of responses to each 
item listed in Section I (Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations) are 
provided in Tables 1.1 and 1.2. 
Part I, Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, included nine 
items or tasks that must be accomplished in order to complete this phase 
of the bargaining process. 
Twenty-six percent of the 181 respondents to Item Ia, "analyze 
grievances to discover defective or unworkable contract language" indi-
cated that, for their district, this item was not applicable. Of the 
twenty-five items included in the questionnaire, the first item resulted 
in the largest percentage of respondents indicating non-applicability. 
Table 1.1 summarizes the total number of responses by management 
participant and role function to each of the nine items included in Part 
I, Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations. Fifty-four percent of the 
respondents to Item Ia indicated that they played little or no role in 
the performance of this task. The management participant who played a 
primary role in completing this task was the superintendent of schools 
(sixty-five percent). A second management participant who played a pri-
TABLE 1.1 
Percentage of Responses to Items Defining Management Participants' Role 
in Preparation for Collective Bargaining 
- ----------- -·------- -- ---- --~ ~-~--------------
----- __ ,_,_,~~·---------
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
ITEM** N P* S* 
-
-- -
I a 111 14 11 
...!..!1..... 166 ?? so 
~-
173 84 12 
I d 1 'i2 16 16 
I e 174 6 ?9 
...L.L_ 174 31 51 
I ii: 163 3 2'i 
I h 170 19 53 
..LL_ 162 Q(, 2 
* P = Primary Role 
* S = Secondary Role 
* O = Little/No Role 
O* N* 
'i4 l 
28 0 
4 0 
45 2 
64 1 
HI. 0 
72 0 
2R 0 
1 1 
* N = Not employed by District 
SUPERINTENDENT 
N p s 0 
-
1 'l~ 6'i 30 'i 
171 84 16 0 
174 61 34 5 
l '-~ 76 19 5 
179 64 28 8 
llf 92 8 0 
11.~ 39 47 14 
17• 75 21 1 
l '-~ 
"" 
40 4 
** (see Table 1.2 for a list of items) 
BUSINESS MANAGER 
N N p s 0 N 
-
0 12Cl 13 31 28 25 
0 16l 21 33 15 31 
0 166 5 19 42 33 
l 142 17 32 22 30 
0 170 'i'l 11 6 30 
0 161 21 31 17 31 
0 15; 8 31 1? ?Q 
0 16~ 22 u l 'i 30 
1 l c;r 2 21 47 29 
PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY 
N p s 0 N N p s 
-
127 21 45 33 l 129 43 33 
166 24 52 20 4 163 22 
.l!L 
166 5 14 74 7 167 IO 15 
l 'i2 22 41 13 3 149 11 17 
168 5 30 60 5 169 7 18 
171 23 46 28 3 161 7 26 
l'i8 I ?? 70 7 162 68 13 
168 10 49 36 5 168 32 27 
151 1 7 83 9 149 3 7 
0 N N 
---
19 5 s• 
38 12 62 
61 14 53 
57 15 62 
62 13 58 
55 12 61 
11 8 54 
31 IO 67 
75 15 4' 
OTHER 
p s 
--
73 7 
71 IO 
34 28 
57 19 
59 17 
51 28 
44 32 
64 21 
9 47 
0 
2 
19 
15 
5 
5 
5 
11 
2 
20 
U7 
N 
N 
18 
0 
23 
19 
19 
16 
13 
l3 
24 
53 
TABLE 1.2 
TASKS INCLUDED IN PHASE I, PREPARATION FOR BARGAINING/ 
NEGOTIATIONS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS 
~:a;..T.s-=-=-.-:s,-.,:a ~~--::a::::&."S, 
-
--~=a. ITEM NUMBER SPECIFIC TASK 
aw:a.a.ia::a·-,, -:::s:--s.~-=---~=---ail'a 
I a. Analyze grievances to discover defective or unwork-
able contract lan2uage. 
I b. Anticioate future emolovee or2anization demands. 
I c. Determine comoosition of ne2otiatin2 team. 
I d. Conduct meetings or confer with teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors, central office administrators, 
parents and/or community to gather informatin or 
data regarding implementation of the current con-
tract, and to identify sections that may need 
chan2e or modification. 
I e. Compile needed information and relevant economic 
data. 
If. Establish administrative priorities in negotia-
tions. 
I g. Conduct legal research and review developments that 
mav affect future contract nesz:otiations. 
I h. Prepare administrative proposals and alternative 
positions to be presented during contract negotia-
tions. 
Ii. Determine if outside ne2otiator should be hired. 
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mary role in completing this task (in the fifty-five districts that em-
ployed such a person) was the participant defined as "other". This per-
son was usually identified as the director or assistant superintendent 
of personnel. In those districts employing such an individual, that 
person often assumed a primary role in the completion of many of the 
tasks described throughout this questionnaire. However, it should be 
noted that the analysis of data and discussion of implications regarding 
the management participant defined as "other" is based on a significant-
ly smaller number of responses than for all other listed management par-
ticipants. 
The responses indicated that the superintendent of schools was more 
often identified as the management participant playing the primary role 
in accomplishing the following tasks included in preparing for bargain-
ing: Item Ia, Ib, Ic, Id, Ie, If, Ih and Ii. More than fifty percent 
of the respondents indicated that the superintendent was responsible for 
playing a primary role in completing eight of the nine tasks. Item If, 
establishing administrative priorities in negotiations, was reported by 
ninety-two percent of the respondents to be viewed as the superinten-
dent's greatest area of primary role responsibility. 
The board of education was viewed by respondents as playing a pri-
mary role in determining the composition of the negotiating team (Item 
Ic - eighty-four percent) and determining if an outside negotiator 
should be hired (Item Ii - ninety-six percent). The data indicated that 
the board of education played a secondary role in establishing 
administrative priorities in negotiations (Item If - fifty-one percent), 
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and in preparing administrative proposals and alternative positions to 
be presented during contract negotiations (Items Ih - fifty-three per-
cent). It was reported that the board of education played little or no 
role in analyzing grievances (Item Ia - fifty-four percent), in compi-
ling needed information and relevant economic data (Item Ie - sixty-four 
percent), or in conducting legal research (Item Ig - seventy-two per-
cent). Other management participants assumed a greater primary role in 
completing these tasks. 
In approximately thirty percent of all districts surveyed, no busi-
ness manager was employed. In those districts employing a business mana-
ger, the data indicated that the task which business managers were pri-
marily responsible for completing was compiling needed information and 
relevant economic data (Item Ic - fifty-three percent). 
Although the responses indicated that the principal played no pri-
mary role in this phase of collective bargaining, the data did reveal 
that principals played a secondary role in anticipating future employee 
demands (Item Ib - fifty-two percent). 
Significant differences among the roles of the various management 
participants will be explored further in the discussion of research ques-
tion four which addresses the relationship among the demographic data 
and the extent to which the participants are involved in the collective 
negotiations process. 
Summary 
The findings indicated that the management participant who was most 
frequently identified as having a primary role on the completion of the 
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tasks defining the preparation phase of bargaining was the superinten-
dent of schools. Eight of the nine tasks were reportedly viewed as the 
primary role of the superintendent by fifty percent or more of the re-
spondents. Boards of education were identified as playing a primary 
role in determining the composition of the negotiating team and in deter-
mining if an outside negotiator should be employed by the district. 
principals were reported to play the least primary role in completing 
any of the tasks in the preparations phase, as were business managers 
with the exception of the task involving compiling needed informatiort 
and relevant economic data. Approximately thirty percent of the respon-
ding districts indicated that business managers were not employed. At-
torneys were also indicated to be minimally involved, with the exception 
of conducting legal research. Although the management participant 
defined as "other" was reported by fifty percent or more of the respon-
dents to play a primary role in completing eight of the nine tasks, such 
data must be viewed with caution, since significantly fewer responses 
were noted for this management participant. 
Research Question Number Two 
To what extent are the various management representatives or 
participants involved in the collective bargaining/ 
negotiations process itself? 
The actual process of collective bargaining is complex and entails 
numerous steps. Success is often based on variables including preplan-
ning, the attitudes and skills of members of the bargaining team and the 
political motivations on both sides (Fletcher and Herring, 1980). Those 
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ten tasks believed to be most closely associated with the successful 
completion of the collective bargaining process were identified and 
listed in Part II of the survey, called the Collective Bargaining/Nego-
tiating Process. These tasks included: communications with the teacher 
organization; arranging meetings; attending negotiating sessions; gather-
ing additional data; developing language to be used in the contract; 
participation in the development of negotiating session agendas; devel-
oping procedures for exchanging bargaining proposals; participation in 
caucus sessions; in on-going dialogue with the board chief negotiator 
and maintaining an official record of proposals; counterproposals and 
tentative agreements. Data describing the frequency and percentages of 
responses to each item listed in Section II (Collective Bargaining/Nego-
tiations Process) are provided in Tables 2.1 and 2.2. 
Table 2.1 summarizes the total number of responses to each of the 
ten items identified as tasks or functions needed to be completed by 
management representatives participating in the actual collective bar-
gaining process. The data indicated that the management representative 
assuming the primary role in the collective bargaining process was the 
superintendent. This was true for Items Ila, IIb, IId, Ile, IIh and IIi 
where fifty percent or more of the responding districts reported that 
the superintendent played a primary role in accomplishing theses tasks. 
Item IIi, participating in on-going dialogue with the board chief nego-
tiator, was reported as the item with the highest percentage of frequen-
cy of response in this section of the questionnaire (eighty-one 
percent). 
TABLE 2.1 
Percentage of Response to Items Defining Management Participants' Role in 
Collective Bargaining Process 
-----=--
__ ____,.,.. ___ 
----= --=------- -~- ~---- ,.. ----~~---------- --~-----~~-
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
ITEM** N P* s-
-
-
II a 171 26 17 
II b 168 26 17 
II c 177 69 15 
II d 172 5 35 
~ 172 17 46 
II f 170 46 35 
II st. 164 37 31 
II h 178 75 12 
II i 151 'i'i ?R 
II i 173 13 37 
* P = Primary Role 
* S • Secondary Role 
* 0 = Little/No Role 
o- N-
17 0 
16 l 
15 1 
59 l 
36 1 
18 l 
31 l 
13 0 
16 1 
49 1 
* N • Not employed by District 
SUPERINTENDENT 
N p s 0 
-
17 80 11 7 
)7( 61 2'i 11 
17f 40 30 29 
17, 76 16 6 
17' 53 38 7 
170 48 37 15 
IM 38 35 26 
17B 67 20 12 
l 'ifi 81 14 5 
17'4 38 33 28 
** (see Table 2.2 for a list of items) 
BUSINESS MANAGER 
N N p s 0 N 
-
0 161 7 17 42 34 
I 16( 9 19 40 32 
l 169 37 13 19 31 
1 167 43 19 7 31 
1 16~ 17 28 24 31 
0 16( 17 27 24 32 
1 15' 11 24 'n 32 
l 168 41 15 13 31 
0 14, 25 24 21 30 
1 167 19 22 28 32 
PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY 
N p s o· N N p s 
-
-
----
--
--
166 7 22 63 8 163 7 15 
161 2 10 80 8 163 18 16 
171 31 19 43 7 171 42 8 
171 17 44 35 4 170 25 38 
169 9 37 48 6 175 63 17 
164 7 29 57 6 165 37 13 
159 5 24 33 32 161 42 14 
170 11 18 44 5 174 44 9 
147 16 22 
"" 
6 135 42 14 
168 3 19 69 9 169 36 11 
0 N N 
--
64 14 5a 
53 13 6C 
37 13 69 
27 10 611 
13 7 6 
37 11 66 
34 10 6' 
35 12 68 
31 13 6( 
41 12 74 
OTHER 
p s 
45 21 
55 12 
71 10 
75 10 
64 19 
67 15 
60 15 
75 7 
57 12 
76 7 
0 N 
-·--15 
17 
6 
2 
5 
6 
9 
6 
8 
4 
(J1 
00 
19 
16 
13 
13 
12 
12 
15 
12 
23 
13 
TABLE 2.2 
TASKS INCLUDED IN PHASE II, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/NEGOTIATONS 
PROCESS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS 
ITEM NUMBER 
II a. 
II b. 
II c, 
II d. 
II e. 
II f. 
II g. 
II h. 
II 1. 
II j. 
SPECIFIC TASK 
Establish communication with the teacher organiza-
tion. 
Arrange meetings between administrator/board nego-
tiating team and teacher organization. 
Attend negotiation sessions as a member of negotia-
ting team. 
Gather additional data relative to issues raised 
during negotiations. 
Develop language to be used in contract. 
Participate in development of negotiating session 
agendas. 
Develop procedure for exchange of bargaining pro-
posals. 
Participat~ 1n caucus sessions. 
Participate in on-going dialogue with board chief 
negotiator. 
Maintain official record of proposals, counter-
proposals and tentative agreements. 
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Sixty-nine percent of the respondents reported that the board of 
education played a primary role in attending negotiations sessions. 
Seventy-five percent of the respondents reported that members of the 
board of education played a primary role in participating in caucus ses-
sions. 
An analysis of the data indicated that slightly over one-fourth 
(twenty-seven percent) of the 181 responding districts employ an adminis-
trator in a personnel capacity (personnel director/assistant superinten-
dent for personnel) and that this management participant was identified 
under the category of "other." When a district does employ an adminis-
trator in this capacity, he/she was reported to play a primary role in 
completing certain tasks in the process of collective bargaining which 
included gathering additional data relative to issues raised during nego-
tiations (Item !Id - seventy-five percent), participating in caucus ses-
sions (Item IIh - seventy-five percent) and maintaining an official 
record of proposals, counterproposals and tentative agree~ents (Item IIj 
- seventy-six percent). Although this data should be viewed with cau-
tion due to the smaller number of respondents, it cannot be disregarded. 
Approximately thirty-two percent of all districts responding to 
this survey indicated that they did not employ a business manager. It 
was noted, however, that in forty-three percent of the districts employ-
ing a business manager, this administrator played a primary role when it 
came to gathering additional data relative to issues raised during nego-
tiations (Item !Id). This item resulted in the highest percentage of 
response indicating primary status for the business manager. 
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Twelve percent of responding districts stated that they did not 
employ an attorney relative to the collective bargaining process. How-
ever, the data indicated that sixty-three percent of those districts 
employing an attorney reported that their attorney played a primary role 
in developing language to be used in the contract (Item Ile). Princi-
pals appeared to play little or no role in the actual process of collec-
tive bargaining. 
Summary 
These findings indicated that the superintendent of schools played 
the primary role in completing tasks that defined the process of collec-
tive bargaining. In six of the ten tasks, fifty percent or more of the 
respondents reported that the superintendent was the administrator who 
played a primary role in completing the listed activities. The data 
also indicated that sixty-three percent of the respondents reported that 
the attorney played a primary role in developing language to be used in 
the contract, while, the board of education played a primary role in 
attending negotiations sessions and in participating in caucus sessions. 
Principals were indicated to play little or no role in half of the items 
by fifty percent or more of the respondents. Thirty to thirty-four per-
cent of the districts reported that they did not employ a business manag-
er, and those who did employ such an administrator indicated that the 
role responsibility varied depending on the task. Although significant-
ly fewer districts indicated that they employed an administrator respon-
sible for personnel issues, when one was employed, they often played a 
primary role in bargaining, particularly during this phase. 
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Research Question Number Three 
To what extent are the various management representatives or partici-
pants involved in contract management? 
The third stage or phase of collective bargaining is termed con-
tract administration or contract management. Described as being sepa-
rate but interrelated to the process of collective negotiations, this 
aspect of bargaining establishes the provisions that allow both sides to 
adjust to the contract that has been negotiated, and to settle disputes 
should they arise (Kershen, 1980). 
The six tasks identified for this study and defined under the cate-
gory of contract management included: publishing the final contract; 
developing training programs for administrative staff; managing and 
participating in the grievance procedure; maintaining communication with 
the board of education and providing technical assistance to 
administrative staff in contract management. 
Data describing the frequency and percentage of responses to each 
of these six items (listed in Section III, Contract Management) is pro-
vided in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 
Table 3.1 summarizes the number of district responses to each of 
the six items in Section III of the survey dealing with Contract Manage-
ment. Of the 298 districts surveyed in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHen-
ry and Will counties, 181 superintendents responded. Of the six items 
included in this part of the survey (Contract Management) four items 
yielded a ten percent or higher response indicating the item was not 
applicable to the district: 
---------
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
ITEM** N P* s• o• N* 
-
III a 168 12 22 64 2 
III b 147 3 22 73 2 
III c 161 20 43 35 2 
III d I 'i3 'i2 16 29 3 
III e 140 12 21 60 7 
III f 14'i 3 l 'i 77 'i 
• P • Primary Role 
• S • Secondary Role 
• O • Little/No Role 
• N • Not employed by District 
TABLE 3.1 
Percentage of Response to Items ,Defining Management Participants' Role 
in Contract Management 
-
-=---~. 
SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY 
N p s 0 N N p s 0 N N p s 0 N N p s 0 
- - - -
171 63 13 23 l 161 17 15 37 31 162 3 7 80 9 167 20 13 56 
15( R1 11 5 1 139 16 26 29 30 143 8 34 54 4 144 16 26 48 
16' 86 12 2 0 151 11 24 34 31 159 47 34 16 3 152 25 35 33 
l '" 81 10 8 0 141 7 13 47 33 154 78 9 9 4 144 13 19 56 
171 98 2 0 0 157 8 27 33 31 163 3 31 61 5 160 6 26 58 
I 'i? 67 23 10 0 14 1 13 27 32 28 145 8 34 53 5 152 48 28 20 
•• (see Table 3.2 for a list of ite1DB) 
N N p 
11 69 68 
10 5~ 69 
7 'i~ 57 
12 48 40 
10 6C 40 
5 57 65 
----
OTHER 
s 
7 
11 
17 
12 
27 
14 
0 
12 
5 
9 
30 
17 
7 
N 
13 
15 
17 
19 
17 
14 
m 
w 
ITEM NUMBER 
111 a. 
Ill b. 
III c. 
III d. 
III e. 
III f. 
TABLE 3.2 
TASKS INCLUDED IN PHASE 111, CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS 
SPECIFIC TASK 
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Publish final contract for distribution to admin-
istrative and teaching staff. 
Develop training program for administrative staff 
relative to management of the agreed-upon con-
tract. 
Manage and participate in grievance procedure. 
Function as one step in the grievance procedure. 
Maintain communication with Board of Education re-
garding management of the contract. 
Provide technical assistance to administrative 
staff in the contract management process. 
ITEM 
IIIb 
Ille 
Illd 
IIIf 
% RESPONSE - DOES NOT APPLY 
17.2% 
10.6% 
11. 7% 
11.2% 
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The data revealed, yet again, that the superintendent appeared to 
be the management participant in this phase of collective bargaining who 
played the primary role in completion of all of the tasks defining con-
tract management. The data indicated that between sixty-three and nine-
ty-eight percent of the responding districts reported that the superin-
tendent played a role for completing these tasks. 
A significant observation from the data was that the superintendent 
shared a primary role with the principal for functioning as one step in 
the grievance procedure (Item IIId). Ninety-eight percent of the respon-
dents indicated that the superintendent played the primary role in main-
taining communication with the board of education regarding the manage-
ment of the contract (Ille). This was the greatest response to any item 
on the questionnaire. 
Respondents viewed the board of education as also playing a primary 
role in functioning as one step in the grievance procedure (Item IIId -
fifty-two percent). 
Approximately thirty-one percent of the 173 districts responding to 
this section of the questionnaire did not employ a business manager. 
The data would indicate business managers played little or no role in 
any of the six tasks defining contract management. 
66 
Between five and twelve percent of the responding districts repor-
ted that an attorney was not employed by their district. Forty-eight 
percent of the respondents indicated that when an attorney was employed, 
the attorney played a primary role in providing technical assistance to 
administrative staff in the contract management process (Item IIIf). 
Of those districts employing personnel administrators, a majority 
of the respondents indicated that the personnel administrators played a 
primary role in completing the following tasks: 
a. Item Illa - publishing the final contract (sixty-eight 
percent). 
b. Item IIIb - developing training programs for administrative 
staff (sixty-nine percent). 
c. Item Ille - managing and participating in grievance procedure 
(fifty-seven percent). 
d. Item IIIf - providing technical assistance to administrative 
staff (sixty-five percent). 
Summary 
These findings would indicate that, with few exceptions, the manage-
ment participant reported to play a primary role in each of the six 
tasks defining the contract management phase of bargaining was the 
superintendent. Between sixty-three and ninety-eight percent of the 
respondents indicated the superintendent played a primary role in comple-
ting all tasks during this phase. Fifty-two percent of the respondents 
reported that the board of education played a primary role in function-
ing as one step in the grievance process. Seventy-eight percent of the 
respondents indicated that the principal also played a primary role in 
the same task. The management participant called "other" was indicated 
as playing a primary role in four of the six tasks. However, as has 
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been stated before, conclusion relative to these observations should be 
tempered by the fact that significantly fewer districts responded to the 
items pertaining to this management participant. 
Tables 4, 5 and 6 provide an analysis of the data collected from 
respondents relative to demographic variables. All respondents were 
asked to indicate the name of the county in which the district was loca-
ted, number of schools in the district, type of school district, current 
district pupil enrollment, length of time the superintendent had served 
as superintendent of schools in this district, number of years the super-
intendent had been employed as a superintendent, current collective bar-
gaining status, dominant teacher organization affiliation and the identi-
fication of central office staff employed in the district by position. 
Table 4 summarizes the number of district responses by county and 
by dominant teacher organization. Of the 298 districts surveyed in 
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties, 181 superintendents 
reported a dominant teacher organization affiliation. Choices of organi-
zations included the IEA (Illinois Educational Association), the AFT 
(American Federation of Teachers), neither organization or an indepen-
dent organization. 
Of the 181 responding districts sixty-six percent reported the IEA 
as the dominant teacher organization affiliation. Twenty-six percent of 
the districts responding to the questionnaire indicated dominant teacher 
organization membership in the AFT, while only 5.5% reported neither 
organization nor an independent teacher organization as dominant. Re-
COUNTY N 
-
Cook 57 
DuPage 27 
Kane 5 
Lake 11 
McHenrv 12 
Will 7 
TOTAL 119 
TABLE 4 
PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT DOMINANT TEACHER 
ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION BY COUNTY 
DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION 
!EA% N AFT% N NEITHER N INDEPENDENT 
- - -
64.0 26 29.2 5 5.6 1 1.1 
87.1 3 9.7 0 0 1 3.2 
83.3 1 16.7 0 0 0 0 
44.0 8 32.0 0 0 6 24.0 
92.3 0 0 0 0 1 7.7 
41.2 9 52.9 0 0 l 5.9 
47 5 10 
68 
TOTAL N 
-
89 
31 
6 
25 
13 
17 
181 
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spondents in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake and McHenry Counties reported that 
the IEA was the dominat teacher organization, while school districts in 
Will County indicated dominance in the AFT. 
School districts in McHenry County have the highest percentage 
(ninety-two percent) of teacher organizations affiliated with the IEA, 
while Will county had the highest percentage (fifty-three percent) AFT 
affiliated organizations. Lake County indicated that twenty-four per-
cent of its districts were affiliated with an independent teacher organi-
zation. 
Table 5 summarizes dominant teacher organizations in Illinois ele-
mentary, high school and unit school districts located within Cook, Du-
Page, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties. The data would indicate 
that affiliation with the IEA was greater for all responding districts 
regardless of the type of district. Sixty-six percent of responding 
elementary districts have teacher organizations that are affiliated with 
the IEA, fifty-six percent of responding high school districts are affil-
iated with the IEA as are eighty-three percent of the unit districts 
that responded. 
Seventy percent of the responding 181 districts reported themselves 
as elementary districts, twenty percent stated that they were high 
school districts and ten percent indicated that they were a unit 
district. It should be noted that the unit districts reported the 
highest percentage of affiliation with the IEA and the high school dis-
tricts indicated the greatest percentage of affiliation with the AFT. 
Eleven percent of the responding high school districts noted an indepen-
dent dominant teacher organization affiliation. 
TABLE 5 
COMPARISON BY DISTRICT OF DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION 
BASED ON TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT: ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL, UNIT 
I PERCENTAGE 
OF DISTRICTS 
TYPE OF AFFILIATED 
SCHOOL N WITH N 
- -DISTRICT IEA 
Elementarv 84 66.1% 32 
Hillh School 20 55.6% 12 
Unit 15 83.3% 3 
TOTAL 119 47 
-~-::s::::a:..::a. 
PERCENTAGE 
OF DISTRICTS 
AFFILIATED 
WITH N 
-AFT 
:a-:a-,a.::a 
25.2% 11 
a 
33.3% 
a.a 
4 
~~;.a. 
16.7% 0 
-
15 
....., ~~::a: 
PERCENTAGE 
OF DISTRICTS 
AFFILIATED 
WITH NEITHER 
OR INDEPENDENT 
8.7% 
ll.1% 
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Table 6 summarizes data relative to the type of school district 
(elementary, high school and unit) responding to the questionnaire by 
total district student enrollment. The data would indicate that between 
89.2% and 95.8% of school districts responding to this questionnaire, 
with a student enrollment of under 500 and up to 999, are elementary 
districts. Seventy-three percent of responding districts with a total 
student enrollment of between 1,000 and 2,999 were classified as elemen-
tary districts. 
Forty-five percent of the districts having student enrollments 
between 3,000 and 5,999 were high school districts. Fifty-six percent 
of the districts having a student enrollment between 6,000 and 11,999 
and fifty percent of those districts having a student enrollment over 
12,000 were unit districts. 
Research Question Number Four 
What is the relationship between various demographic data and 
the extent to which the management representatives or participants are 
involved in the collective bargaining/negotiations process? 
County 
This section addresses the research question and discusses those 
statistically significant responses for each item or dependent variable 
in relationship to various independent variables. The frequency of re-
sponses for each item in the survey was tallied and analyzed. Tables 
7.1 and 7.2 present a listing of all items statistically significant at 
the .05 level or better with the county as the independent variable. 
Also included in Table 7.1 are results of the single sample chi-square 
test, and the reported degrees of freedom for the level of significance. 
TYPE OF 
SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 
Elementarv 
HiQ'.h School 
Unit 
TOTAL 
TABLE 6 
PERCENTAGE COMPARISON BY 'IYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT 
(ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL, UNIT) 
OF DATE OF MOST CURRENT NEGOTIATED CONTRACT 
~~~-=f=S=.:P..,. -,-...,.;::e-,·-a: s:~~ F==-::..:&:a.~ 
CURRENT CURRENT CURRENT CURRENT 
NEGOTIATED NEGOTIATED NEGOTIATED NEGOTIATED 
N CONTRACT CONTRACT CONTRACT CONTRACT 
- 1985 1984 1983 1982 
115 11.3% 51.3% 37.4% 0 % 
31 0 % 22.6% 67.7% 6.5% 
14 7.1% 57.1% 28.6% 7.1% 
160 
72 
-a-...;z;~~ 
CURRENT 
NEGOTIATED 
CONTRACT 
1981 
0 % 
3.2% 
0 i. 
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Three items were determined to be statistically significant in the 
Preparation for Bargaining phase of collective bargaining.- Item Ic, 
"determine composition of negotiating team" was significant for the 
superintendent. Item Ih, "prepare administrative proposals and alterna-
tive positions to be presented during contract negotiatons" and Item Ii, 
"determine if outside negotiator should be hired" were both significant 
for the position of business manager. 
An analysis of Item Ic, with a .004 level of significance for the 
position of superintendent, would indicate that between sixty-four and 
eighty-three percent of responding districts in Cook, DuPage, Kane and 
Lake Counties reported the superintendent as playing a primary role in 
completing this task. Only twenty-three percent of the respondents from 
McHenry County and forty-three percent from Will County identified the 
superintendent as playing a primary role in determining the composition 
of the negotiating team. The preponderance of respondents from these 
two counties reported that superintendents played a secondary role in 
completing this task. Therefore, the data would indicate that superin-
tendents in the four counties of Cook, DuPage, Kane and Lake are more 
likely to hold the primay responsibility for determining the composition 
of the negotiating team, than are McHenry or Will County superinten-
dents. 
Items Ih and Ii were specific to business managers, and were signi-
ficant at the .026 and .001 levels respectively. There appear to be two 
possible explanations for the significance of these two items in rela-
tionship to business managers. First, for both Item Ih and Item Ii, 
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STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.OS) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINI~G 
PROCESS BY COUNTY: COOK, DuPAGE, KANE, McHENRY, LAKE, WILL 
~=2~ : ==~,:-~ ~==-2~~1,,.._ ]~::s~:::=1== df ·-::z::~ a,2.~~: N SIGNIFICANCE ITEMLTASK BY POSITION ~=-TOTAL 
I. PREPARATION FOR 
NEGOTIATIONS 
c. Determine compos-
ition of negotia-
ting team. 
{Sueerintendentl N=l74 25.739 10 
~-
.004 
--=h7 Prepare adminis-
trative proposals 
and alternative 
positions to be 
presented during 
contract negotia-
tions. 
~Business Manaser2 N=l62 27.385 15 .026 
i. Determine if out-
side negotiator 
should be hired. 
~Business Manaserl N=!SO 38.898 1~ .001 
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/ 
NEGOTIATIONS PROCESS 
a. Establish communica-
tion with teacher 
organization. 
,Board of Education) N=-171 19.530 10 .034 
c. Attend negotiation 
sessions as a mem-
ber of negotiating 
team. 
(SuEerintendent) N=l76 25.274 15 .046 
c. ,Princi2al) N=171 34.5g9 15 .003 
d. Gather additional 
data relative to 
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations. 
,su2erintendentl N=177 - 29.176 15 .015 
f. Participate in 
development of 
negotiating ses-
sion agendas. 
(Superintendent) N=-170 29.681 10 .001 
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TABLE 7.1 (continued) 
ITEM/TASK BY POSITION T TAL N CHI-S UARE df SIGNIFICANCE 
h. Participate in 
caucus sessions. 
=s==zcn22 (Principal) .~ .. = N=l 70 
III. 
k. Maintain official 
record of propo-
sals, counterpro-
posals and tenta-
tive agreements. 
(Board of Education) 
k. (Superintendent) 
CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
d. Function as one 
step in the griev-
ance procedure. 
(Principal) _, 
e. Maintain communi-
cation with Board 
of Education re-
garding management 
of contract. 
(Other) 
f. Provide technical 
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff 
in the contract 
management process. 
(Board of Education) 
f. (Superintendent) 
f. (Other) 
N=l73 28.054 15 .021 
...,N..,=_.1,..7,..4 ___ 2_8,... 4..,.2=-4-~--... .,..,,...1 ... 5______ ~_,.,._,o,_19.,.,,.,..._ 
N=l54 25.220 15 .047 
N= 60 27.488 15 .025 
N=l45 28.788 15 .017 
N=-152 19.933 10 .030 
N• 57 32.300 15 .006 
PBRCBNT.AGE or -SPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGN11.1'1CANT (.p<-05) ITEMS 
BY POSITION1 BY ROLE AND BY COUNTY 
ITEM/POSITION/ROLE 
Item le. Item lh. Item Ii. Item Ila. 
SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BOARD OF EDUCATION 
COUNTY P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Cook 66 31 3 0 23 34 15 28 1 18 51 30 24 35 40 0 
DuPage 64 23 13 0 11 54 7 29 0 32 44 24 17 41 41 0 
Kane 83 0 17 0 17 33 33 17 0 17 67 17 0 17 83 0 
Lake 64 36 0 0 35 26 26 13 22 32 59 9 24 36 40 0 
McHenry 23 77 0 0 10 20 10 60 22 0 22 56 58 42 0 0 
Will 44 44 12 0 31 6 6 57 0 21 21 57 35 47 18 0 
--------
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Item lie. Item Ile. Item lid. Item Ilf. 
SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENDENT 
COUNTY P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Cook 47 31 20 2 36 15 42 7 78 16 6 0 55 37 8 0 
DuPage 29 23 48 0 48 26 19 7 67 20 7 6 50 13 37 0 
Kane 17 0 83 0 33 50 17 0 17 50 33 0 0 50 50 0 
Lake 39 26 35 0 17 25 58 27 80 16 4 0 46 50 4 0 
McHenry 23 54 23 0 0 0 73 27 85 15 0 0 31 46 23 0 
Will 53 29 18 0 20 13 60 7 94 0 6 0 41 53 6 0 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Item Ilh. Item llj. Item Ilj. Item Illd. 
PRINICPAL BOARD OF EDUCATION SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL 
COUNTY P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Cook 36 15 43 6 13 35 49 2 42 33 24 1 81 6 12 1 
DuPage 53 20 23 3 0 30 70 0 26 22 52 0 89 4 4 3 
Kane 17 67 17 0 0 0 100 0 17 0 83 0 67 0 33 0 
Lake 26 17 57 0 24 44 32 0 42 42 16 0 60 25 10 5 
McHenry 0 18 64 18 33 50 17 0 58 42 0 0 73 9 0 18 
Will 19 12 63 6 13 53 33 0 25 50 25 0 75 17 0 8 
---------------------------- -----------------------------------------------------
Item Ille. Item lllf. Item Illf. Item Illf. 
OTHER BOARD OF EDUCATION SUPERINTENDENT OTHER 
COUNTY P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Cook 30 30 17 23 1 14 77 8 71 24 5 0 57 20 3 20 
DuPage 67 17 8 8 0 12 88 0 69 15 15 0 100 0 0 0 
Kane 75 25 0 0 0 0 100 0 33 50 17 0 100 0 0 0 
Lake 33 0 67 0 0 20 75 5 75 15 10 0 50 0 50 0 
McHenry 0 50 0 50 22 44 33 0 50 50 0 0 20 40 0 40 
Will 50 50 0 0 8 8 75 8 58 8 33 0 60 0 40 0 -....J 
°' 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
*P • Primary Role *Sa Secondary Role *O • Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District 
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over fifty-five percent of the responding districts in McHenry and Will 
Counties reported that they do not employ a business manager. S-econdly, 
between forty-nine and sixty-seven percent of responding districts in 
Cook, DuPage, Kane and Lake Counties reported that business managers 
employed had either a secondary responsibility or little or no responsi-
bility for "preparing administrative proposals ••• to be presented 
during contract negotiations." Between forty-four and sixty-seven per-
cent of the responding districts in the same four counties reported that 
their business managers had little or no responsibility for completing 
Item Ii. 
Eight items appeared statistically significant at the .OS level or 
better within the phase of bargaining identified as the Collective Nego-
tiations Process. Four items pertained to the superintendent (Items 
Ile, d, f, and k), two items were specific to the board of education 
(Items Ila and k) and two items described the role of the principal in 
the process (Items Ile and h). 
It was reported that members of boards of education played either 
little or no role or a limited secondary role in "establishing communica-
tion with the teacher organization" (Item Ila) in Cook, DuPage, Kane 
and Lake County school districts. However, boards of education located 
within McHenry County assumed a primary responsibility for the establish-
ment of communication with teacher organizations in fifty-eight percent 
of the responding districts. Will County boards of education played a 
primary role in thirty-five percent of the districts and a secondary 
role in forty-seven percent of the districts. One hundred seventy-one 
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districts responded to this item and the level of significance was .034. 
Therefore, the data indicates that boards of education in Cook,- DuPage, 
Kane and Lake Counties are significantly less involved in establishing 
communication with the teacher organization than are McHenry or Will 
County boards. 
Item Ile, "attend negotiation sesssions as a member of negotiating 
team" was significant at the .003 level for the principal. One explana-
tion for the significance of this item has to do with the principal's 
role differning from county to county. According to the data, fifty-
two percent of the principals in Cook County districts assumed either a 
primary or secondary role as did eighty-three percent of the principals 
employed in districts located in Kane County. However, approximately 
forty-two percent of Cook county principals were reported to have rarely 
or never attended bargaining sessions. Respondents indicated that prin-
cipals in seventy-three percent of McHenry County districts and sixty 
percent of Will County districts had little or no responsibility for 
attending such sessions. Lake County principals reportedly did not 
attend in fifty-eight percent of the responding districts. 
Item IIf appeared as the most significant item (.001 level) in 
the Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process. This item, "participate 
in the development of negotiating session agendas" was specific to the 
role of the superintendent. An analysis of the responses to this item 
by county indicated that ninety-six percent of the superintendents in 
Lake County played either a primary or secondary role in assuming the 
responsibility for developing such agendas. Ninety-four percent of the 
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superintendents in Will County assumed a primary or secondary role, 
while ninety-two percent of the superintendents in Cook County and seven-
ty-seven percent of those in McHenry County did likewise. However, 
fifty percent of the districts in Kane County employed superintendents 
who assumed little or no role in terms of this task. 
The Contract Management phase of the bargaining process included 
five of the thirty-six items that were statistically significant at the 
.05 level or better. Item IIId, "function as one step in the grievance 
procedure", was significant for the principal; Item IIIf, "provide tech-
nical assistance to administrative staff in the contract management pro-
cess", was significant at the .017 level for the board of education and 
significant at the .030 level for the superintendent. Items IIIe and 
IIIf, were significant for the management participant called "Other" but 
it should be noted that the number of respondents was substantially smal-
ler (Item IIIe, N = fifty-seven; Item IIIf, N = sixty). 
An analysis of Item IIIf revealed that the majority of responding 
districts in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake and Will Counties reported that 
they have boards of education who play little or no role in providing 
technical assistance to administrative staff relative to management of 
the contract. Percentages ranged from seventy-five percent in Will and 
Lake Counties to one hundred percent in Kane County. McHenry County 
districts reported that forty-four percent of their districts had boards 
who had a secondary role in providing technical assistance, and only 
thirty-three percent of these districts indicated that their boards of 
education provided little or no technical assistance in contract manage-
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ment. Therefore, the data indicates that boards of education in five 
counties, Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake and Will, play little or no role at 
all in the technical aspect of managing the contract, once settled. 
Boards in McHenry County, however, do play a role, albeit a secondary 
one, in accomplishing this task. 
Item IIIf was also significant for superintendents and management 
participants called Other. Districts in Cook, DuPage, Lake and Will 
Counties indicated that their superintendents held the primary responsi-
bility for providing technical assistance to administrative staff in 
contract management. Superintendents in McHenry County were reported to 
be the management person who assumed either primary or secondary respon-
sibility for this task. Those districts employing an administrator re-
sponsible for personnel (Other) in DuPage and Kane Counties, indicated 
that such an employee was responsible one hundred percent of the time 
for providing technical assistance in the management of a contract. 
Type of School District 
All responses to the survey were tabulated by frequency according 
to the type of school district responding: elementary, high school or 
unit. The results of the analysis of this data identified thirty-nine 
items from the questionnaire that yielded a positive chi-square value 
which was at the .05 level or better with the type of school district as 
the independent variable. 
Tables 8.1 and 8.2 present a listing of all items statistically 
significant at the .05 level or better with type of school district as 
the independent variable. Eighteen items were determined to be statis-
TABLE 8.1 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.OS) TASKS IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS 
BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT: ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL, UNIT 
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=::;s~~B~=P~~~::~~~.-I TOTA:~1~:-:::T~~~ SIGNIFICANCE 
I. PREPARATION FOR 
NEGOTIATIONS 
a. Analyze grievances 
to discover defec-
tive or unworkable 
contract language. 
(Board of Education) N=l31 
a. (Business Manager ---= N=l20 
b. Anticipate future 
employee organiza-
tion demands • 
(Business Manager) 
b. (Other) 
c. Determine composi-
tion of negotia-
ting team. 
(Business Manager) 
d. Conduct meetings 
or confer with 
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors, 
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data 
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and 
to identify sec-
tions that may need 
change or modifica-
tion. 
(Business Manager) 
N=l64 
N= 62 
N=l66 
N=l42 
21.118 6 .002 
13.010 6 .043 
24.823 6 .0004 
11.747 4 .019 
18.087 6 .006 
21.118 6 .002 
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TABLE 8.1 (continued) 
J;;.IT~E~M~/.;;;,T~AS .. K~B-Y-=-=-PO .. S~T-I~O~N-----=-c~-T...,OT._AL_,.;;;N-=-=1.....,c_H_I_-_s_u_ARE.....,.....,.,,__,..d_,f_,_ __ s_r ... GN.._I_F_I-C_AN..,C..;;;;.E 
- d. (Principal) N=l52 13. 751 6 .033 
.....,,,.,.-- d. (Other) -· N= 62 14.751 6 .022 
e. Compile needed in-
formation and rele-
vant economic data. 
(Superintendent) 
e. (Business Manager) 
e. ( Principal) 
e. (Other) 
f. Establish adminis-
trative priorities 
in negotiations 
(Business Manager) 
f. (Other) 
g. Conduct legal re-
search and recent 
developments that 
may affect future 
contract negotia-
tions. 
(Business Manager) 
g. (Principal) 
h. Prepare administra-
tive proposals and 
alternative posi-
tions to be pre-
sented during con-
tract negotiations. 
(Business Manager) 
i. Determine if out-
side negotiator 
should be hired. 
(Business Manager) 
N=l79 16.571 6 .011 
N=l70 23.889 6 .001 
N=l68 17.781 6 .007 
*N.=a5_8 ___ 1_3_._92~7 __ ,__,_6._,_,, ___ ~·~03_1_,_ 
N=l66 21.046 6 .002 
N= 61 13.634 6 .034 
N•157 20.621 6 .002 
N=l58 15.794 6 .015 
N•l62 24.300 6 .001 
N=l50 14 .113 6 .028 
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TABLE 8.1 (continued) 
ITEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-S UARE df SIGNIFICANCE 
n. coLLECTIVE BARGArmcr-~==== ...... ~-,.,;;;;;,=-=-,_;;;;;------=__,.,.,...=z=s=-=-==--
NEGoTrATING PROCESS 
a. Establish communica-
tion with the teach-
er organization. 
(Business Manager) 
a. (Principal) ,__... __ 
b. Arrange meetings 
between administra-
tration/board/nego-
tiating team and 
teacher organiza-
tion team. 
(Board of Education) 
b. (Business Manager) 
b. (Other) 
c. Attend negotiation 
sessions as a mem-
ber of negotiating 
team. 
(Business Manager) 
d. Gather additional 
data relative to 
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations. 
(Superintendent) 
d. (Business Manager) 
e. Develop language to 
be used in contract. 
(Business Manager) 
f. Participate in de-
velopment of nego-
tiating sessions 
agendas. 
(Business Manager) 
g. Develop procedure 
for exchange of 
bargaining propo-
sals. 
(Business Manager) 
N=l61 
N=l66 
N=l68 
N=l60 
N= 60 
N=-169 
N=l77 
N=l67 
N=-164 
N=-160 
N=l55 
21.063 6 .002 
14.783 6 .022 
21.275 6 .002 
13.439 6 .037 
22.966 6 .001 
22.950 6 .001 
21.865 6 .001 
19.230 6 .004 
21.602 6 .001 
29.172 6 .0001 
TABLE 8.1 (continued) 
ITEM/TASK BY POSTION 
i. Partcipate in on-
going dialogue with 
board chief nego-
tiator. 
-=--=~=-- (Business Manager) 
III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
a. Publish final con-
tract for distribu-
tion to administra-
tive and teaching 
staff. 
(Superintendent) 
a. (Business Manager) 
b. Develop training 
program for adminis-
trative staff rela-
tive to management 
of the agreed-upon 
contract. 
(Business Manager) 
c. Manage and partici-
pate in grievance 
procedure. 
(Superintendent) 
c. (Business Manager) 
d. Function as one 
step in the griev-
ance procedure. 
(Business Manager) 
e. Maintain communica-
tion with Board of 
Education regard-
ing management of 
the contract. 
(Business Manager) 
f. Provide technical 
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff 
in the contract 
management process. 
(Business Manager) 
f. (Principal) 
N=l47 27.419 
N=l71 13.246 
N=l61 26.130 
N=-139 20.589 
N=-162 9.866 
N=l51 20.615 
21.603 
N=l57 20.934 
N,..143 19.428 
p.494 
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SIGNIFICANCE 
.0001 
6 .039 
6 .0002 
6 .002 
4 .043 
6 .002 
6 .001 
6 .002 
6 .004 
6 .ooa 
TABLE 8.2 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p(.O5) ITE.MS 
BY POSITION 2 BY ROLE AND BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ITEM/POSITION/ROLE 
TYPE OF Item Ia. Item Ia. Item lb. Item lb. 
SCHOOL BOARD OF EDUCATION BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER OTHER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 17 39 44 0 12 28 24 36 16 26 16 42 54 14 31 0 
High School 7 20 73 0 17 43 37 3 31 51 14 3 94 0 6 0 
Unit 8 8 77 8 8 42 33 17 33 40 13 13 90 10 0 0 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPE OF Item le. Item Id. Item Id. Item Id. 
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL OTHER 
DISTRIC P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 4 15 39 43 13 32 14 40 16 45 34 5 38 30 5 27 
High School 11 29 49 11 29 26 42 3 44 25 31 0 78 6 6 11 
Unit 6 31 50 13 17 42 33 8 20 53 27 0 100 0 0 0 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPE OF Item re. Item le. Item le. Item le. 
SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL OTHER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 72 22 5 1 43 9 8 40 2 30 60 8 54 8 8 30 
High School 39 47 14 0 81 14 0 5 17 28 55 0 62 38 0 0 
Unit 55 28 17 0 69 13 6 12 0 31 69 0 75 25 0 0 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·------------------
TYPE OF Item If. Item If. Item lg. Item lg. 
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER OTHER BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 20 24 15 41 42 29 2 26 5 26 30 39 2 19 69 10 
Hlgh School 29 43 23 6 73 13 13 0 11 44 39 6 0 39 61 0 
Unit 13 53 20 13 50 50 0 0 21 36 29 14 0 0 100 0 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·--------
TYPE OF Item Ih. Item Ii. Item Ila. Item Ila. 
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 19 25 17 39 3 17 42 38 5 14 37 44 5 21 63 11 
High School 32 56 6 6 0 30 61 9 12 29 53 6 18 26 56 0 
Unit 27 40 20 13 0 29 57 14 15 15 54 15 0 23 77 0 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CX) 
U7 
*P"" Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *O.,. Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District 
TABLE 8.2 (conti.nued) 
TYPE OF Item Ilb. Item Ilb. Item IIb. Item Ile. 
SCHOOL BOARD OF EDUCATION BUSINESS MANAGER OTHER BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 29 42 29 0 8 15 34 43 42 8 25 25 30 10 19 41 
High School 17 29 51 3 11 23 60 6 79 11 5 5 50 25 19 6 
Unit 21 21 50 7 8 38 38 15 67 33 0 0 60 13 13 13 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPE OF Item IId. Item IId. Item Ile. Item !If. 
SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 85 9 4 2 36 15 8 41 13 24 22 41 11 24 22 43 
High School 56 33 11 0 58 31 6 6 28 36 31 5 29 32 32 6 
Unit 53 35 12 0 64 21 0 14 20 40 27 13 31 39 15 15 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPE OF Item Ilg. Item Ili. Item IIIa. Item Illa. 
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 6 20 32 42 21 19 20 40 70 12 18 0 18 12 29 41 
High School 21 27 46 6 21 43 32 4 47 15 35 3 18 15 62 6 
Unit 27 55 9 9 57 29 7 7 44 25 31 0 15 38 37 8 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPE OF Item IIIb. Item Ille. Item Ille. Item IIId. 
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 15 24 21 40 89 9 2 0 9 18 31 42 4 13 40 42 
High School 22 30 44 4 82 18 0 0 15 30 46 6 19 10 61 10 
Unit 7 36 50 7 70 18 12 0 13 47 27 13 0 15 69 15 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TYPE OF Item IIIe. Item IIIf. Item IIIf. 
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
Elementary 9 19 31 41 14 20 28 37 5 31 58 6 
High School 9 41 41 9 7 42 45 6 23 45 29 3 
Unit 0 53 33 13 15 46 31 8 0 29 71 0 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·----------
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *O = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District 
co 
0) 
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tically significant in the Preparation for Bargaining phase of collec-
tive bargaining. An analysis of the data for management participants in 
the Collective Bargaining phase of the procss yielded twelve items that 
were significant, and the same analysis of Contract Management, or phase 
three of the process, resulted in the identification of nine items signi-
ficant at the .05 level or better. The majority of the items (58.9%) 
determined to be significant relative to all tasks performed during col-
lective bargaining pertained to the position of the business manager. 
A possible explanation for the high number of statistically signifi-
cant items relative to the position of business manager was that between 
thirty-eight and forty-four percent of all responding elementary dis-
tricts reported that they did not employ a business manager. High 
school and unit districts, regardless of size, were much more likely to 
employ such an administrator, and those districts reported that a busi-
ness manager held either primary or secondary responsibility for various 
tasks in collective bargaining. 
Items pertaining to the business manager that bear highlighting as 
significant include Item Ia, "analyze future employee organization 
demands", Item le, "compile needed information and relevant economic 
data", Item Ih, "prepare administrative proposals and alternative posi-
tions to be presented during contract negotiations", Item Ile, "attend 
negotiation sessions as member of negotiating team", Item Ilg, "develop 
procedure for exchange of bargaining proposals", Item Ili, "participate 
in on-going dialogue with board chief negotiator", and Item Illa, "pub-
lish final contract for distribution to administrative and teaching 
staff." 
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An analysis of the data for Item IIi relative to business managers 
yielded a positive chi-square value of 27.419 (df=6) which was· signifi-
cant at the .0001 level. Responding school districts indicated that the 
business manager employed by fifty-seven percent of those districts 
identified as unit districts had the primary responsibility for comple-
ting this task. 
An analysis of Item IIIa for the position of business manager, indi-
cated that this item was significant at the .0002 level and yielded a 
positive Chi-square of 26.130 (df=6). Sixty-two percent of responding 
high school districts employing business managers reported that such an 
administrator played little or no role in accomplishing this task. How-
ever, while thirty-nine percent of the unit districts reported that 
their business managers also played little or no role in this task, 
another thirty-nine percent stated that the business manager had a sec-
ondary responsibility for publishing the final contract. What appears 
to be most significant is that different roles are assigned to adminis-
trative participants in collective bargaining dependent upon the type of 
school district. Item Id, "conduct meetings or confer with teachers. • 
• ", was significant for three of the six management participants. An 
analysis of the data indicated that the position of business manager 
yielded a positive Chi-square value of 21.118 (df=6) which was signifi-
cant at the .002 level; the principal position yielded a positive Chi-
square value of 13.751 (df = 6), significant at the .033 level; and the 
"other" position yielded a positive Chi-square value of 14.751 (df = 6), 
which was significant at the .002 level. Therefore, the data would indi-
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cate that the type of school district does influence the role function 
of participants in bargaining. High schools or unit districts are more 
likely to have administrators other than the superintendent playing a 
primary or secondary role in the completion of specific tasks associated 
with collective negotiations. 
An analysis of the independent variables of type of school district 
revealed that principals employed in forty-five percent of elementary 
and fifty-three percent of unit school districts reportedly had a 
secondary responsibility for the task of conducting meetings (Item Ia) 
while forty-four percent of the high school principals had the 
primary responsibility for completing this task. If high school 
(seventy-eight percent) and unit district districts (one hundred 
percent) employed an administrator responsible for personnel (Other), 
that administrator was almost always the primary person responsible for 
conducting such meetings in preparation for negotiations. 
Item Ie emerged as significant for four of the six management par-
ticipants. In elementary districts, the superintendent (seventy-two 
percent) maintained the primary responsibility for compiling needed 
information and relevant economic data. The sample of 179 districts 
yielded a Chi-square value of 16.571 (df=6) which was significant at the 
.011 level. The data indicated that eighty-one percent of responding 
high school districts reported that business managers had primary respon-
sibility for this task (significant at the .001 level). Sixty-nine per-
cent of business managers employed by unit school districts also had 
primary responsibility for completing this task. 
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Legal research (Item lg) was almost never conducted by the princi-
pal in any type of district (elementary= sixty-nine percent; high 
school= sixty-one percent; and unit= one hundred percent). 
Those responses that pertained to the management position of super-
intendent included Item !Id, "gather additional data relative to issues 
raised during negotiations" and Item Illa, "publish final contract for 
distribution to administrative and teaching staff." Both were statis-
tically significant at the .001 and .039 level, respectively. In more 
than seventy percent of responding elementary districts, it was indica-
ted that the position of superintendent held the primary responsibility 
for publishing the final contract for distribution. Superintendents in 
forty-seven percent of high school districts and forty-four percent of 
unit districts were also reported as being the administrator primarily 
responsible for completing this task. 
Additionally, the superintendent played a key role in managing and 
participating in, the grievance procedure (Item Ille). Eighty-nine per-
cent of responding elementary districts, eighty-two percent of respon-
ding high school districts and seventy-one percent of responding unit 
districts viewed the superintendent as filling the primary role for Item 
Ille. Forty-two percent of elementary districts reported that that the 
business manager had little or no responsibility for participating in 
the grievance procedure. This item was significant at the .002 level 
with a Chi-square of 20.615 (df = 6). 
Fifty-eight percent of the elementary principals and seventy-one 
percent of unit district principals played little or no role in provi-
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ding technical assistance to administrative staff in the contract manage-
ment process (Item Illf). However, it was reported that forty~five per-
cent of the high school principals did function to some secondary degree 
in this aspect of contract management. Therefore, the data would indi-
cate that principals in elementary and unit districts are less involved 
in this step of contract management than are principals in high school 
districts. 
Dominant Teacher Organization 
The frequency of responses to each item in the questionnaire was 
analyzed in relationship to the dominant teacher organization within 
each responding district. Choice of teacher organization included the 
IEA, the AFT, or Independent. Results are shown in Tables 9.1 and 9.2 
Eight items in the questionnaire emerged as statistically significant, 
using the Chi-square test of significance. Each item was significant at 
the .05 or better level of significance. Three items were significant 
for the position of business manager, three items were significant for 
the position of principal and two items were significant for the attor-
ney. 
Five of the fifty-four items included in the Preparation for Bar-
gaining phase of negotiations appeared as statistically significant. 
Item Ia, "analyze grievances to discover defective or unworkable con-
tract language", was significant for the position of business manager at 
the .009 level. Further analysis indicated that thirty-four percent of 
those districts whose dominant teacher organization is the AFT do not 
employ business managers (see Table 9.2). Thirty-eight percent of those 
92 
TABLE 9.1 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
PROCESS BY DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION: IEA, AFT, INDEPENDENT 
ITEMLTASK BY POSITION . =I TO:L-=;J CHI-SQUARE ~~=~=== dL_ SIGNIFICANCE 
1. PREPARATION FOR 
NEGOTIATIONS 
a. Analyze grievances 
to discover defec-
tive or unworkable 
contract language. 
~Business Manaserl N=120 17.089 6 .009 
d. Conduct meetings 
or confer with 
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors, 
central office ad-
minis trators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data 
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and 
to identify sec-
tions that may need 
change or modifica-
tion. 
,Business Manager) N•142 14.651 6 .023 
e. Compile needed in-
formation and rele-
vant economic data. 
,Business Manager) N=l70 22.982 9 .006 
h. Prepare administra-
tive proposals and 
alternative posi-
tions to be pre-
sented during con-
tract negotiations. 
,Attorne:z) N•!6§ 21.8§5 9 .009 
i. Determine if out-
side negotiator 
should be hired. 
(Principal) N=-151 18.325 9 .032 
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TABLE 9.1 (continued) 
~~.==s:,.., 
ITEMLTASKS BY POSITION TOTAL L CHI-S UARE df SIGNIFICANCE 
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/ 
NEGOTIATING PROCESS 
e. Develop language to 
be used in contract. 
~Attorne:t;l N=l75 12.832 6 .046 
i. Participate in on-
going dialogue with 
board chief nego-
tiator. 
~Princi;2all N=l47 18.837 9 .027 
III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
d. Function as one 
step in the griev-
ance procedure. 
~Princi;2al2 N=l54 19.728 9 .018 
TABLE 9.2 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p(.05) ITEMS BY POSITION, BY ROLE, 
and BY DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION: IEA, AFT, INDEPENDENT 
ITEM/POSITION/ROLE 
DOMINANT Item Ia. Item Id. Item le. Item Ih. 
TEACHER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER ATTORNEY 
ORGANIZATION P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
IEA 7 38 34 22 11 39 26 24 57 11 6 30 36 26 28 10 
AFT 26 26 13 34 30 19 14 37 57 2 6 35 33 35 26 6 
Independent 0 20 60 20 11 22 22 44 11 44 0 45 0 0 80 20 
DOMINANT Item Ii. Item Ile. Item Ili. Item Illd. 
TEACHER PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY PRINCIPAL PRINCIPAL 
ORGANIZATION P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
IEA 1 7 87 5 69 14 9 8 14 22 60 5 80 9 8 3 
AFT 0 9 73 18 57 17 21 4 21 21 so 8 81 9 5 5 
Independent 0 0 100 0 30 40 10 20 20 40 20 20 33 17 33 17 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *O = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District 
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districts with the IEA as the dominant teacher organization indicated 
that business managers employed by them played a secondary role in ana-
lyzing grievances, and thirty-four percent of the business managers 
played little or no role in accomplishing this task. Districts who indi-
cated an Independent affiliation reported that sixty percent of their 
districts employed business managers to do little or nothing in terms of 
completing this task. 
Item Id, "conduct meetings or confer with teachers, princicpals, 
supervisors, central office administrators, parents and/or community to 
gather information or data regarding implementation of the current con-
tract, and to identify sections that may need change or modification", 
was also significant at the .023 level for business managers. A further 
look at the data indicated that districts responding to this item stated 
that thirty-seven percent of those with the AFT as the dominant teacher 
organization did not employ business managers, while thirty-nine percent 
of the districts indicating predominant affiliation with the IEA uti-
lized business managers to play a secondary role in completing this task. 
Thirty percent of those AFT districts who did employ a business manager, 
used the business manager in a primary capacity to conduct meetings and 
gather information (Item Id). Forty-four percent of those districts 
reporting an Independent affiliation stated that they did no employ a 
business manager. 
Item le was also significant for business managers at the .006 
level. Analysis of the data again indicated that forty-four percent of 
the districts with Independent affiliations did not employ business man-
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agers, but forty-four pecent of those districts who did employ such 
administrators reported that the business manager performed a $econdary 
function in compiling needed information and relevant economic data. 
Fifty-seven percent of those districts whose dominant teacher organiza-
tion was the IEA or AFT stated that business managers held the primary 
responsibility for accomplishing this task. 
Attorneys employed by districts whose dominant teacher organization 
is the IEA are primarily responsible for "preparing administrative pro-
posals and alternative positions to be presented during contract negotia-
tions" (Item Ih). Thirty-five percent of the districts where the bar-
gaining unit is represented by the AFT, and employ an attorney, 
indicated that the attorney played a secondary role in completing this 
task. Those districts whose bargaining unit is represented by neither 
the AFT nor the IEA stated that attorneys in fifty percent of the dis-
tricts did little or nothing to prepare such proposals. Eighty percent 
of the responding districts with an Independent affiliation indicated 
that their attorney played little or no role in accomplishing this task. 
One of the two items that were statistically significant in Section 
II, Collective Bargaining Process, was Item Ile, "develop language to be 
used in contract." The analysis of data for the position of attorney 
yielded a positive Chi-square value of 12.832 (df = 6) which was signifi-
cant at the .046 level. Districts reporting dominant teacher organiza-
tion affiliation with the IEA, the AFT and an Independent unit, repor-
ted that attorneys played either a primary or secondary role developing 
contract language. 
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It appears that principals employed in districts represented by the 
IEA, function in a primary role (eighty percent) as "one step in the 
grievance procedure" (Item IIId). AFT affiliated districts also uti-
lized principals in a primary role to complete the same task (eighty-one 
percent). 
Date of First Negotiated Contract 
The frequency of responses to each item in the questionnaire was 
analyzed in relationship to the independent variable of the date of the 
district's first negotiated contract. Forced choice responses included 
1973 or before; 1974-78; 1979-83; and 1984 or later. Results of the 
analysis are shown in Tables 10.1 and 10.2, which summarize information 
relative to the significance of the ten listed items, each of which was 
significant at the .05 level or better. 
Two of the items pertained to the superintendent, three items were 
specific to the board of education, two items described the role of the 
business manager and three were relative to a building principal. The 
total N ranged from 114 to 130, the degrees of freedom from six to nine 
and the Chi-squares from 14.823 to 32.286. Three items were significant 
from Part I, Preparation for Bargaining, two items from Part II, Collec-
tive Bargaining/Negotiating Process, and five items were significant in 
Part III, Contract Management. 
Further analysis of the data indicated that superintendents, em-
ployed in districts whose first negotiated contract occurred between 
1973 or before 1978, were likely, in seventy-five percent of those dis-
tricts, to play a primary role in determining the composition of the 
TABLE 10.1 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p(.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING PROCESS BY DATE OF FIRST NEGOTIATED CONTRACT: 
1973 OR BEFORE; 1974-78; 1979-83; 1984 OR LATER 
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SIGNIFICANCE 
I. PREPARATION FOR 
NEGOTIATONS 
c. Determine composi-
tion of negotiating 
team. 
JSuperintendent) N=l30 
e. Compile needed in-
formation and rela-
tive economic data. 
(Business Manager) N=l27 
g. Conduct legal re-
search and recent 
developments that 
may affect future 
contract negotia-
tions. 
(Board of Education) N=l25 
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/ 
NEGOTIATING PROCESS 
d. Gather additional 
data relative to 
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations. 
(Business Manager} N=l25 
h. Participate in cau-
cus sessions. 
(Principal) 
III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
c. Manage and parti-
cipate in griev-
ance procedure. 
(Business Manager) 
c. (Principal) 
d. Function as one 
step in the griev-
ance procedure. 
(Board of Education) 
d. (Principal) 
f. Provide technical 
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff 
in the contract 
management process. 
(Superintendent) 
N=l28 
N=ll4 
N•ll9 
N=ll5 
N•ll4 
15.522 6 .017 
27.008 9 .001 
17.450 6 .008 
19.873 9 .019 
17.532 9 .041 
18.214 9 .033 
18.186 9 .033 
17.742 9 .038 
32.386 9 .0002 
14.823 6 .022 
TABLE l.O.Z 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (E(.05) ITEMS 
BY POSITION, BY ROLE AND BY DATE OF FIRST NEGOTIATED CONTRACT 
ITEM/POSITION/ROLE 
DATE OF 
FIRST Item le. Item le. Item lg. 
NEGOTIATED SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BOARD OF EDUCATION 
CONTRACT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1984 or later 48 48 4 0 33 11 7 48 7 41 52 0 
1983 - 1979 25 75 0 0 25 50 0 25 0 71 29 0 
1979 - 1974 75 20 5 0 40 0 5 55 6 11 83 0 
1973 or before 71 22 7 0 61 7 6 26 1 20 79 0 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
DATE OF 
FIRST Item Ild. Item Ilh. Item Ille. 
NEGOTIATED BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL BUSINESS MANAGER 
CONTRACT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1984 or later 23 23 4 50 29 4 61 7 0 27 23 50 
1983 - 1979 28 43 9 28 29 43 14 14 0 50 17 33 
1979 - 1974 30 0 14 55 25 25 35 15 6 22 17 56 
1973 or before 51 14 7 28 43 16 38 3 16 13 41 29 
DATE OF 
FIRST Item Ille. Item IIId. Item Illd. 
NEGOTIATED PRINCIPAL BOARD OF EDUCATION PRINCIPAL 
CONTRACT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1984 or later 52 20 24 4 52 12 36 0 83 4 9 4 
1983 - 1979 0 86 0 14 43 14 43 0 14 57 14 14 
1979 - 1974 44 33 11 11 38 12 31 19 73 7 0 20 
1973 or before 45 32 22 1 61 18 19 2 81 7 10 1 
DATE OF 
FIRST Item III£. 
NEGOTIATED SUPERINTENDENT 
CONTRACT P* S* O* N* 
1984 or later 67 8 25 0 
40 40 20 I.O 1983 - 1979 0 I.O 
1979 - 1974 83 6 11 0 
1973 or before 70 26 4 0 
*P • Prima!"}' Role *S = S~con4ary Role *O = Little/~o Role. *N"' Nnt.;;I<:.mnlove,l hv ni~tri ,,t 
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negotiating team. Districts who negotiated a first contract between 
1979 and 1983 reported superintendents played a secondary role- in this 
task. Eighty-four percent of the responding districts whose first con-
tract was negotiated in 1984 or later, indicated that superintendents 
played a primary role in determining the composition of the team. 
Likewise, superintendents employed by districts who first negotia-
ted a contract before 1973 or up to 1978, played the primary role in 
completing item III£, 'provide technical assistance to administrative 
staff in the contract management process." This role seemed to change 
after 1979. While some superintendents continued to retain the primary 
role in this function (1979-83 = forty percent; 1984 or later= sixty-
seven percent), others played a secondary role (1979-83 = forty percent) 
or had little or no responsibility (1984 or later= twenty-five percent) 
for the accomplishment of this task. 
When business managers were employed by districts, they played 
either a primary or secondary role in "compiling needed information and 
relevant economic data" ( Item le). The date that a district's contract 
was first negotiated did not seem to impact on this variable. 
A district's board of education did little or nothing in terms of 
conducting legal research during the bargaining process if their con-
tract was negotiated in 1973 or before, in 1974-83, or in 1984 or later. 
However, seventy-one percent of districts whose first contract was nego-
tiated between 1979 and 1983, indicated that the board of education 
played a secondary role in completing this task. 
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Sixty-one percent of the districts whose first contract was bar-
gained prior to 1974 reported that their boards of education played a 
primary role and functioned as one step in the grievance procedure. 
Boards whose contracts were first negotiated in 1974 and up to the pre-
sent were more likely to play either a primary role, or none at all in 
this task (Item IIId). 
Principals in these same districts were reported as playing a pri-
mary role in eighty-three percent of the districts where the first nego-
tiated contract occurred in 1984 or later. Districts who first negotia-
ted their contract between 1974 and 1978 indicated that principals were 
primarily responsible for serving as one step in the grievance process 
in seventy-three percent of the districts. Eighty-two percent of the 
districts where the contract was negotiated prior to 1973 reported that 
principals played a primary role in this same task. 
The data would indicate that little substantive change has occurred 
in the bargaining process over the years of contract negotiation. 
Changes in administrative role function that were determined to be sta-
tistically significant were more prevalent in the contract management 
phase of the process, and involved tasks relative to the grievance proce-
dure and to the provision of technical assistance to staff who managed 
the contract. 
Number of Years as Superintendent in Present District 
Efforts were made to determine if the independent variable of num-
ber of years that a superintendent of schools had been superintendent in 
the school district he or she was currently serving would impact or 
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change the roles that the various management participants played in the 
bargaining process. Frequency of responses were tabulated and.the Chi-
square test of significance was performed on the data. Tables 11.1 and 
11.2 present the results of this analysis, and list eighteen items that 
were statistically significant at the .OS or better level of signifi-
cance. The interrelationships between the variables and the length of 
time the responding superintendents were employed in their districts is 
discussed. 
Five of the thirty-four tasks associated with preparation for bar-
gaining emerged as significant statistically. All pertained to the busi-
ness manager. Superintendents who had been employed sixteen or more 
years in their district reported that, in fifty percent of those dis-
tricts, they did not employ a business manager. In the fifty percent of 
the districts employing business managers, superintendents indicated 
that this administrator played a secondary role in "anticipating future 
employee organization demands" (Item Ib). The frequency was higher (fif-
ty percent) in those districts where the superintendents had 
been employed for more than sixteen years. Within districts who did 
employ business managers, between twenty-nine percent and thirty-three 
percent stated that the business managers played a secondary role in all 
the tasks found to be statistically significant in the preparation for 
bargaining. This was true regardless of the number of years the superin-
tendent had been employed by the district. 
Nine items emerged as statistically significant at the .OS level of 
significance for Phase II of the collective bargaining process. Seven 
TABLE 11.1 103 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p(.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
PROCESS BY NUMBER OF YEARS AS SUPERINTENDENT IN PRESENT DISTRICT: 
1-5; 6-10; 11-15; 16 OR MORE 
ITEM;:-:~,-Y~P=O-SI_T_I=O-N._, __ _,,,_.,_,.J,_T_O_T-A~L~N----C-H_I ___ SO-~--::-=-~,.,..,.d-f~_.,-S_IG_N_I,_F_I_C-AN=CE 
I. PREPARATION FOR 
NEGOTIATIONS 
b. Anticipate future 
employee organiza-
tion demands. 
(Business Manager) 
d. Conduct meetings 
or confer with 
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors, 
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data 
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and 
to identify sec-
tions that may need 
change or modifica-
tion. 
(Business Manager) 
f. Establish adminis-
trative priorities 
in negotiations. 
(Business Manager) 
g. Conduct legal re-
search and recent 
developments that 
may affect future 
contract negotia-
tions. 
(Business Manager) 
N•160 29.038 9 .0006 
N•137 17.866 9 .037 
N•l61 19.924 9 .018 
N•154 17.757 9 .038 
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TABLE 11.1 (continued) 
ITEM/TASK BY POSITION z~=._T,...O;;,.;T,_A_L...,,;N~,_C.,.H..aI .. - ..,S..,U..,A ... RE....,..._,...__,,d~f-....,..,..,..,,S._IG=-N=-I...,F..,I...,C...,AN...,C......,.E 
h. Prepare adminis-
trative proposals 
and alternative 
positions to be 
presented during 
contract negotia-
tions. 
mm-sa ( Business Manager) ,,..N._=_1.,..5_7_,,.,..._,_..,2..,8,... 2..,3.4 ....... ...,,.,_,_,,.,,..""""9..._ 
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/ 
NEGOTIATING PROCESS 
c. Attend negotiation 
sessions as member 
of negotiating 
team. 
(Superintendent) 
d. Gather additional 
data relative to 
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations. 
(Superintendent) 
d. (Business Manager) 
e. Develop language 
to be used in con-
tract. 
(Business Manager) 
f. Participate in de-
velopment of nego-
tiating session 
agendas. 
(Business Manager) 
g. Develop procedure 
for exchange of 
bargaining propo-
sals. 
(Business Manager) 
h. Participate in cau-
cus sessions. 
(Business Manager) 
N=171 
N=l72 
N=l62 
N=159 
N=-155 
N=150 
N=163 
18.745 9 
18.850 9 
24.851 9 
31.677 9 
18.974 9 
21.548 9 
19.912 9 
.0009 
.028 
.027 
.003 
.0002 
.025 
.010 
.019 
TABLE 11.1 (continued) 
i. Partcipate in on-
going dialogue with 
board chief nego-
tiator. 
j • 
(Business Manager) 
Maintain official 
record of propo-
sals, counter-pro-
posals and tenta-
tive agreements. 
-'*~ (Business Manager) 
III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
b. Develop training 
program for admin-
istrative staff 
relative to manage-
ment of the agreed-
upon contract. 
(Business Manager) 
d. Function as one 
step in the griev-
ance procedure. 
(Business Manager) 
e. Maintain communica-
tion with Board of 
Education regard-
ing management of 
the contract. 
(Business Manager) 
f. Provide technical 
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff 
in the contract 
management process. 
(Business Manager) 
N=l44 21.698 
N=l62 23.614 
N=l35 19.307 
N=l36 18.698 
N=l53 24.502 
N=l38 34.523 
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9 .009 
9 .005 
9 .023 
9 .028 
9 .004 
9 .0001 
--------------------- ---- TABLE 11.2 
YEARS AS 
SUPERINTENDENT 
IN PRESENT 
DISTRICT 
1 - 5 years 
6 - 10 years 
11 - 15 years 
16+ years 
YEARS AS 
SUPERINTENDENT 
IN PRESENT 
DISTRICT 
1 - 5 years 
6 - 10 years 
11 - 15 years 
16+ years 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS BY POSITION, 
BY ROLE AND BY NUMBER OF YEARS AS SUPERINTENDENT IN PRESENT DISTRICT 
ITEM/POSITION/ROLE 
Item lb. Item Id. Item If. Item lg. 
BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER 
P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
30 36 8 26 22 37 13 27 29 37 9 25 12 38 25 26 
10 25 35 30 6 26 40 28 14 20 32 34 0 21 so 29 
28 33 6 33 25 38 6 31 22 28 17 33 17 22 28 33 
0 32 18 50 16 16 26 42 9 23 18 so 0 29 29 43 
Item Ih. Item Ile. Item Ud. Item Ild. 
BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER 
P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
30 38 9 23 37 29 34 0 69 19 12 0 53 20 1 26 
8 31 31 31 52 24 24 0 81 14 0 5 32 22 17 29 
44 17 6 33 33 50 17 0 83 17 0 0 59 12 0 29 
9 22 17 52 39 23 31 8 89 11 0 0 21 12 12 54 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------·--------------------------
YEARS AS 
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ile. Item Ilf. Item Ilg. Item IIh. 
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 5 years 26 32 17 23 24 29 20 27 20 26 27 27 48 19 7 26 
6 - 10 years 5 20 46 29 10 20 40 30 3 14 51 31 34 12 24 29 
11 - 15 years 29 35 6 29 24 35 12 29 6 38 25 31 44 17 6 33 
16+ years 0 17 30 52 4 18 18 60 0 18 27 55 26 0 17 57 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *O = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed by District 
TABLB 11.2 (cont~nued) 
YEARS AS 
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ili. Item Ilj. Item Illb. Item llld. 
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* 0* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* 0* N* P* S* 0* N* 
1 - 5 years 30 26 18 26 28 21 25 26 20 32 20 28 13 14 45 28 
6 - 10 years 19 12 44 25 5 25 43 27 12 15 49 24 0 6 62 32 
11 - 15 years 35 29 6 29 24 29 12 35 21 36 14 29 0 29 43 28 
16+ years 9 23 14 54 8 8 25 58 0 16 32 52 5 5 32 58 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------·-----------------------·----
YEARS AS 
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ille. Item IIIf. 
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER 
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 5 years 13 31 31 25 22 33 22 22 
6 - 10 years 2 18 49 31 9 8 57 26 
11 - 15 years 11 50 6 33 0 53 18 29 
16+ years 0 14 29 57 0 21 26 53 
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *O = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed by District 
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of the nine items pertained to business managers, and two pertained to 
superintendents. 
The data indicated that fifty-two percent of those districts with 
superintendents employed between six and ten years, reported that the 
superintendents played a primary role in attending negotiation sessions 
as a member of the negotiating team (Item Ile). However, only thirty-
seven percent of districts with superintendents employed between one and 
five years, thirty-three percent of superintendents employed eleven to 
fifteen years, and thirty-nine percent of districts with superintendents 
employed more than sixteen years, reported that superintendents played a 
primary role in completing this same task. Thirty-one percent of the 
districts with the "over sixteen" year employed superintendents stated 
that their superintendent rarely attended negotiating sessions as a mem-
ber of the team. 
Regardless of the number of years employed in the district, the 
majority of superintendents (seventy-seven percent) viewed themselves as 
playing a primary role in gathering additional data relative to issues 
raised during negotiations (Item Ild). 
Items IId, e, f, g, h, and i relative to the collective bargaining 
process and pertaining to business managers, were answered similarly 
regardless of the number of years that superintendents had been employed 
by the district. Between fifty-two percent and fifty-nine percent of 
the districts with superintendents employed more than sixteen years 
stated that they did not employ a business manager. Districts with 
superintendents employed between six and ten years indicated that busi-
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ness managers played little or no role in completing tasks associated 
with Items IId, e, f, g, i, and j. However, districts with superinten-
dents employed one to five years respondend that, in thirty-two percent 
of those districts, business managers played a secondary role in develop-
ing language to be used in the contract (Item Ile), and played a primary 
role in participating in caucus sessions (Item IIh - forty-eight per-
cent) and in participating in on-going dialogue with the board chief 
negotiator (Item IIi - thirty percent). 
The four items that emerged as statistically significant in Section 
III of the questionnaire, Contract Management, pertained to the business 
manager. Fifty-three percent to fifty-eight percent of the districts 
with superintendents employed for sixteen or more years, reported that 
they did not employ a business manager. The majority of response in all 
categories indicated that business managers played little or no role in 
functioning as one step in the grievance procedure (Item IIId). 
Businesss managers were reported as playing a primary role in 
providing technical assistance to administrative staff in contract man-
agement for thirty-three percent of the districts in which the superin-
tendent had been employed for one to five years, and in fifty- three 
percent of the districts in which the superintendent has been employed 
for eleven to fifteen years. Fifty-seven percent of the districts in 
which the superintendent has been employed for six to ten years stated 
that the business manager is secondarily rsponsible for completing this 
task (Item IIIf). Therefore, the data would indicate that most items of 
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significance relative to the independent variable of number of years 
employed as superintendent in the present district were appli-cable to 
the management position of business manager. Districts with superinten-
dents employed longer often did not employe a business manager. 
Number of Schools in the District 
Tables 12.1 and 12.2 provide a summary of all items analyzed and 
found to be statistically significant at less than the .05 level of sig-
nificance, using the Chi-square test of significance and the independent 
variable of number of schools in the district. Forced choice responses 
included one to three school buildings, four to seven school buildings 
and eight or more buildings. 
After tabulating and analyzing each of the 150 responses, it was 
determined that forty-five were statistically significant. Section I of 
the questionnaire, Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, included 
seventeen signficant responses pertaining to all the management partici-
pants involved in the collective bargaining process. Six of the respon-
ses were specific to the business manager, five to the superintendent, 
two to the board of education, two to the principal, one to the attorney 
and one to the "other" administrator, typically responsible for person-
nel. 
Superintendents in districts having between one and seven build-
ings, were more likely to play a primary role in analyzing grievances 
(seventy-one percent) whereas, superintendents in charge of districts 
with eight or more buildings, played a secondary role in completing this 
task (seventy percent). Similarly, the data indicated that superinten-
TABLE 12.l 111 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.OS) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINI~G 
PROCESS BY NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT: 1-3; 4-7; 8 OR MORE 
~E:/:=:~:;~P~s=:r-I~~:=~--~-TroTAL ~~J~~H:s;:=r~~ 
I. PREPARATION FOR 
NEGOTIATIONS 
a. Analyze grievances 
to discover defec-
tive or unworkable 
contract language. 
(Superintendent) 
a. (Other) ........ -~ 
b. Anticipate future 
employee organiza-
tion demands. 
(Superintendent) 
b. (Business Manager) 
c. Determine composi-
tion of negotiating 
team. 
(Board of Education) 
c. (Business Manager) 
d. Conduct meetings 
or confer with 
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors, 
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data 
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and 
to identify sec-
tions that may need 
change or modifica-
tion. 
(Business Manager) 
N=l30 22.403 4 
N=l54 23.025 6 
N=l69 18.735 2 
N=l62 14.113 6 
N=l71 10.054 4 
N=l64 13.263 6 
N=l40 14.764 6 
SIGNIFICANCE 
.0002 
.0008 
.0001 
.028 
.039 
.039 
.022 
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TABLE 12. 1 (continued) 
=:M
1
/~=:S=KnB~ p;;::~~~~ I T*OTA:-N=r~::;ARE _ ,--d-;-,_ I 
.,... ... -2 -::C":2'"-=~::::-
"SIGNIFICANCE 
e. Compile needed in-
formation and rele-
vant economic data. 
(Board of Education) N=l72 21.238 6 .002 
e. (SuEerintendent) N=l77 24.492 6 .0004 
~·~ 
e. ~Business Managerl N=l68 16.035 6 
~== 
g. Conduct legal re-
search and recent 
developments that 
may affect future 
contract negotia-
tions. 
(Sueerintendent) N=l66 13.554 6 .035 
----
g. ~Princi2all N=l56 13.592 6 .035 
h. Prepare adminis-
trative proposals 
and alternative 
positions to be 
presented during 
contract negotia-
tions. 
(Sueerintendent) N=l73 19.022 4 .0008 
h. (Business Manaser) N=l60 14.861 6 .021 
h. ,Princi2all N=l66 18.515 6 .005 
i. Determine if out-
side negotiator 
should be hired. 
(Business Manager) N•l48 13.047 6 .042 
i. ,Attorne;y;l N•l47 12.996 6 .043 
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/ 
NEGOTIATING PROCESS 
a. Establish communi-
cation with the 
teacher organiza-
tion. 
,su2erintendentl N•!70 11.249 4 .024 
b. Arrange meetings 
between administra-
tion/board negotia-
ting team and 
teacher organiza-
tion team. 
(Business Manager) N•l58 17 .112 6 .009 
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TABLE 12.1 (continued) 
:~/~~S=KuB~~:~T
2
I
2
0~-=-~L,~:~~r:HI-SQU:~z~r 
~------r~a.a~z~.z=·=·z 
df ·srGNIFICANCE 
c. Attend negotiation 
sessions as member 
of negotiating 
team. 
(Superintendent) N=l74 13. 394 6 .037 
c. (Business Manager) N=l67 22.304 6 .001 
c. (Principal) N=l69 19.853 6 .003 
c. (Attornei) N=l69 20.421 6 .002 
c. (Other) 
-=-:::a,:,:a:.a: .a--:&-:a.;.&....& 
N= 67 14.552 6 .024 
d. Gather additional 
data relative to 
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations. 
(Board of Education) N=l70 14.748 6 .022 
d. ~Business Managerl N=l65 17.796 6 .001 
e. Develop language 
to be used in con-
tract. 
(SuEerintendent) N=l73 15.947 6 .014 
e. ~Business Managerl N=l62 17.285 6 .008 
f. Participate in de-
velopment of nego-
tiating session 
agendas. 
~Business Managerl N=l58 18.132 6 .006 
g. Develop procedure 
for exchange of 
bargaining propo-
sals. 
~Business Managerl N•153 17.34J 6 .008 
h. Participate in cau-
cus sessions. 
(Business Manager) N•166 19.622 6 .003 
h. ~Princi;eal) N=168 13.804 6 .032 
i. Partcipate in on-
going dialogue with 
board chief nego-
tiator. 
(Board of Education) N=l50 14 .307 6 .026 
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TABLE 12.1 (continued) 
:;~/·T:S·;:·:-;;;;:;=~e~:~:-a ·:I~·S:::·T ;; ~~"S'~=-=:r == 
·s IGNIFICANCE 
i. (Business Manasi:er) N=l46 20.949 ~ 6 .002 
=:::a,~'S~ 
j • Maintain official 
record of propo-
sals, counter-pro-
posals and tenta-
tive agreements. 
(Board of Education) N=l71 16.958 6 .009 
j . (Superintendent) N=l72 15.989 6 .014 
j. ,Business Manaserl N=l65 21. 132 6 .002 
III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
a. Publish final con-
tract for distrib-
ution to adminis-
trative and teach-
ing staff. 
(Su2erintendent) N=l69 27.643 6 .0001 
a. ,Business Manaserl N=l59 14.934 6 .021 
b. Develop training 
program for admin-
istrative staff 
relative to manage-
ment of the agreed-
upon contract. 
,su2erintendentl N=l48 18. 770 6 .005 
c. Manage and partici-
pate in grievance 
procedure. 
,Business Manaserl N=l49 16.702 6 .Oll 
d. Function as one 
step in the griev-
ance procedure. 
,Business Managerl N=l39 13.253 6 .039 
e. Maintain communica-
tion with Board of 
Education regard-
ing management of 
the contract. 
(Superintendent) 
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TABLE 12.1 (continued) 
==s::::s-~ :::,.~~.::s..---..s:.a.. 
-u=1~~-= 2-~-=-=a~ -~::::r::::=-- 4--~-='.:S"-=: 
ITEM/TASK BY POSITION CHI-S UARE df SIGNIFICANCE TOTAL N 
:&..a:=:&...:s.a. 
f. Provide technical 
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff 
in the contract 
management process. 
(Board of Education) N=l43 15.254 6 .018 
f. (Business Manager) N=l41 20.439 6 .002--~~ 
-
11-~<s .......... ~-- TABLE l.2..2. 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.O5) 1TE.MS 
BY POSITION, BY ROLE AND BY NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT 
ITEM/POSITION/ROLE 
NUMBER OF Item Ia. Item Ia. Item lb. Item Ib. 
SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT OTHER SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER 
IN DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 3 73 24 0 3 78 0 0 22 89 11 0 0 17 28 13 42 
4 - 7 69 20 0 11 31 31 7 31 85 15 0 0 24 37 17 22 
8+ 30 70 0 0 94 0 0 6 so so 0 0 28 43 24 5 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -·---·--·-
NUMBER OF Item le. Item le. Item Id. Item le. 
SCHOOLS BOARD OF EDUCATION BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BOARD OF EDUCATION 
IN DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 3 87 8 5 0 5 13 38 43 16 22 25 37 9 37 54 0 
4 - 7 83 17 0 0 4 26 46 24 15 48 12 25 0 12 86 2 
8+ 65 25 10 0 9 29 52 10 24 47 23 6 5 26 63 5 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------·--------------------------
NUMBER OF Item le. Item le. Item lg. Item lg. 
SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL 
IN DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 3 72 23 4 1 44 8 7 40 45 44 10 1 1 30 62 7 
4 - 7 65 27 8 0 65 12 2 21 33 56 11 0 0 9 82 9 
8+ 24 48 28 0 71 14 10 5 21 42 37 0 6 12 82 0 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
NUMBER OF Item Ih. Item Ih. Item Ih. Item Ii. 
SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL BUSINESS MANAGER 
IN DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 3 82 17 1 0 20 25 14 41 15 44 33 8 1 16 44 39 
4 - 7 78 22 0 0 23 40 15 21 2 47 49 2 2 21 58 19 
8+ 38 57 5 0 24 52 19 5 0 76 24 0 6 39 44 11 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
NUMBER OF Item Ii. Item Ila. Item IIb. Item Ile. 
SCHOOLS ATTORNEY SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT 
IN DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* P* S* O* N* 
1 - 3 2 8 78 12 79 15 6 0 7 15 34 44 45 31 24 0 
4 - 7 7 0 66 27 85 10 4 0 11 20 51 18 33 33 31 4 
8+ 0 13 81 6 63 11 26 0 6 41 41 12 33 14 52 0 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -
-0) 
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *O = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District 
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dents employed by districts where there are between one and three build-
ings play a primary role in anticipating future employee organization 
demands (eighty-eight percent) (Item Ib), as were those superintendents 
working in districts with between four and seven schools (eighty-five 
percent). However, the data was "split" in larger districts (more than 
eight schools) where fifty percent of the superintendents played a pri-
mary role and fifty percent played a secondary role in completing this 
same task. 
An analysis of the data indicated that superintendents working in 
districts with one to three buildings played a primary role in compiling 
needed information and relevant economic data, at least in seventy-two 
percent of those districts. A slightly lower percentage of districts 
(sixty-five percent) with four to seven buildings reported that their 
superintendent played a primary role in accomplishing this task (Item 
le). However, only twenty-four percent of school districts with eight 
or more buildings reported that superintendents were primarily responsi-
ble for compiling such data. These districts indicated that their busi-
ness manager was, in seventy-one percent of the districts, the one who 
played a primary role in completing this task. The administrator in 
charge of personnel, called "other", was also reported as playing a pri-
mary role in seventy-nine percent of districts with eight or more build-
ings in completing Item Ie. 
The most significant finding was that approximately forty percent 
of districts with one to three buildings do not employ business 
managers. 
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An analysis of Item lg, "to conduct legal research and recent devel-
opments that may affect future contract negotiations" indicated that 
superintendents in fifty-five percent of the responding districts with 
four to seven schools played a secondary role in completing this 
task, as did superintendents in forty-two percent of the districts with 
more than eight buildings. Forty-five percent of those districts with 
one to three buildings reported their superintendents played a primary 
role in conducting legal research while forty-four percent indicated 
that the superintendent functioned in a secondary role relative to this 
task. 
Item Ih was significant at the .008 level and indicated that eighty-
two percent of those superintendents employed in districts with one to 
three schools played a primary role in preparing administrative propos-
als and alternative postions presented during negotiations (Item Ih). 
Seventy-eight percent of those districts with four to seven build-
ings reported that their superintendents also played a primary role in 
completing this task. However, fifty-seven percent of the districts 
with more than eight buildings responded that their superintendent 
played a secondary role in preparing such proposals. Eighty-nine per-
cent of these districts employed personnel administrators ( "other") who 
were indicated to play a primary role for completing this task. 
Item Ii, "determine if outside negotiator should be hired", was 
significant at the .043 level and consistent in that sixty-six percent 
to eighty-one percent of all responding districts reported that their 
attorneys did not make this determination. 
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The Collective Bargaining/Negotiating Process (Section III) yielded 
twenty responses that were determined to be statistically significant. 
These also were spread among all the listed management participants, 
with more emerging as significant for the business manager. 
One of the more interesting aspects of the results of Item Ile, 
"attend negotiation sessions as a member of the negotiating team", was 
that districts with more than eight schools reported that over fifty 
percent of their superintendents rarely attend such sessions. At the 
same time, these same districts indicated that more than fifty percent 
of their business managers attend negotiating sessions in a primary role. 
More business managers than superintendents attend these sessions in 
districts with four to seven schools, but more superintendents than busi-
ness managers play a primary role in attending such sessions in dis-
tricts with one to three schools. 
Principals and attorneys employed by disticts with more than eight 
schools attend negotiating sessions at the same rate (47.6%) in a pri-
mary capacity. 
More than fifty-four percent of the business managers play a pri-
mary role in participating in caucus sessions (Item IIh) in districts 
with four to seven schools as do business managers in fifty-seven per-
cent of the districts with more than eight buildings. This was not the 
case in districts with one to three buildings who indicated that they 
may not employ such an administrator (forty-three percent). 
Eight items were determined to be statistically significant within 
the third section of the questionnaire, Contract Management. An analy-
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sis of the results of the survey indicated that Item IIIa, significant 
at the .0001 level, discriminated between school districts wi·th one to 
seven buildings and those with more than eight. Respondents reported 
that districts with one to three schools had superintendents who, in 
seventy-three percent of those districts, played a primary role in pub-
lishing the final contract for distribution to staff. A similar re-
sponse was true for districts with four to seven buildings, where sixty-
five percent of the superintendents played a primary role for completing 
this task. However, districts with more than eight schools, reported 
that only fifteen percent of their superintendents played a primary role 
in publishing the final contract and distributing it to staff. 
Superintendents in districts with one to three buildings were, in 
eighty-eight percent of the districts, played a primary role in develop-
ing training programs for administrative staff relative to the manage-
ment of the agreed-upon contract (Item IIIb), as did superintendents in 
districts with four to seven buildings (eighty-seven percent) and super-
intendents in districts with more than eight buildings (sixty percent). 
Item IIIe, "maintain communication with board of education regard-
ing management of thecontract" resulted in the highest percentage of 
response indicating primary role function for the superintendent, using 
number of schools in the district as the independent variable. It 
should be noted that responses to this item were higher (ranging from 
ninety-one percent to one hundred percent) than for any other response 
in the questionnaire. Districts with one to three buildings reported 
that superintendents, in every instance (one hundred percent of the 
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time) played a primary role in communicating with the board of education 
regarding contract management, while districts with four to seven build-
ings reported the same level of involvement in ninety-six percent of the 
cases. Districts with more than eight buildings indicated that superin-
tendents played a primary role in completing this task in ninety-one 
percent of the districts. Therefore, the data would indicate that the 
number of buildings within a district has little, if any, impact on the 
perception that superintendents are viewed as playing the primary role 
of communicating with the board relative to contract management. 
In light of the large number of statistically significant items 
(forty-five) with the number of schools within a district as the indepen-
dent variable, an analysis of the data results in the following conclu-
sions: 
1. Over forty percent of districts with one to three buildings 
do not employ business managers. 
2. A higher percentage of districts with one to three buildings 
report that principals played little or no role in completing 
those tasks that emerged as significant while, for the same 
tasks, districts with four or more buildings indicated that 
principals played a primary or secondary role. 
3. All items pertaining to boards of education, with the excep-
tion of Item Ilj, yielded data that indicated similar roles 
were played regardless of the number of buildings within the 
district. 
4. All items pertaining to superintendents, with the exception 
of item Ila, "establish communication with the teacher orga-
nization", yielded data that when analyzed, indicated the 
superintendent played a primary role in completing the tasks 
in a greater percentage of districts with one to three 
buildings. The percentages of respondents reporting pri-
mary role function diminished with an increase of build-
ings within the district. 
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Summary and Implications 
The findings relative to research question number four, ·indicated 
that seventy percent of the responding districts were elementary dis-
tricts, twenty percent were high school districts and ten percent were 
unit districts. The elementary districts had student enrollments of 
under 500 and up to 3,000, while unit districts had between 6,000 and 
12,000 or more students enrolled. High school district student enroll-
ments ranged between 1,000 and 12,000, with the majority falling in the 
1,000 to 5,999 range. 
Eighty-seven percent of the districts were affiliated with the IEA 
in DuPage County, with the highest IEA affiliation (92.3%) in McHenry 
County. Cook County reported sixty-four percent of its districts affili-
ated with IEA and twenty-nine percent affiliated with AFT, while Lake 
County reported IEA affiliation at forty-four percent, AFT affiliation 
at thirty-two percent and Independent affiliation at twenty-four per-
cent. 
Lake County appeared to have the most diversification in teacher 
organization affiliation. Sixty-six percent of elementary districts 
reported affiliation with IEA as did eighty-three percent of unit dis-
tricts. The findings indicated that fifty-six percent of high school 
districts were IEA affiliated, thirty-three percent were AFT affiliated 
and eleven percent were independently affiliated. 
As a result of the analysis of the data obtained from the research 
questions, a number of implications can be drawn with relationship to 
the process of collective bargaining and the roles of the identified 
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management participants in the process. Time after time, the data indi-
cated the strong primary role played by the superintendent of schools 
throughout the procss. This primary role was noted regardless of type 
of district, county, number of schools within a district, current dis-
trict pupil enrollment, length of time the superintendent had served as 
superintendent within the district or dominant teacher organization af-
filiation. Although there was some variability given the independent 
variables, superintendents still emerged as the most primarily involved 
participant. However, it should be remembered that superintendents com-
pleted the questionnaires. A possibility exists that superintendents 
perceive themselves as playing the most primary role in the process of 
collective bargaining, and that if the questionnaire was to be completed 
by other, different respondents, superintendents might not be viewed as 
playing the dominant primary role. However, since superintendents are 
the chief executive officer of a school district, then, in fact, they 
should be highly knowledgeable with regard to collective bargaining 
since they alone are ultimately primarily responsible for its implementa-
tion. 
Research Question Number Five 
What impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act 
(House Bill 1530) had on the roles of management representatives 
or participants in the collective bargaining/negotiatons process? 
The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 1530) be-
came effective on January 1, 1984. An effort was made to determine to 
what extent this mandatory collective bargaining statute has changed 
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management responsibilities in the collective bargaining process. To 
that end, two open-ended questions were included in the survey mailed to 
298 school districts, excluding Chicago, located within the counties of 
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will. The questions asked the 
respondents to list any changes in the roles of the management partici-
pants in their respective collective bargaining process that had occur-
red as a result of House Bill 1530, and to indicate which section of the 
statute resulted in the identified changes. 
Fifty-four of the 181 questionnaires contained responses to these 
two open-ended questions. Table 13.1 summarizes, by county, the number 
of responses for the elementary, high school and unit districts. Table 
13.2 summarizes the responses by county and student enrollment within 
the district, and Table 13.3 presents a summary of responses according 
to dominant teacher organization affiliation, by county. 
The number of districts responding to the questions regarding House 
Bill 1530 is summarized in Table 13.4 by county and number of years the 
responding superintendent has been employed in the current district. 
Question A stated: Please list any changes in the roles of the 
management participants in your collective bargaining process, that oc-
curred as a result of House Bill 1530 (the Illinois Labor Relations Act). 
A content analysis was completed for all responses. Twenty-nine dif-
ferent responses were noted. Nine districts responded that no changes 
had occurred as a result of House Bill 1530, while varying numbers of 
districts reported that they believed twenty-seven changes had occurred 
as a result of this statute. An effort was made to summarize and clus-
COUNTY 
Cook 
DuPa2:e 
Kane 
Lake 
McHenrv 
Will 
TOTALS 
TABLE 13.1 
NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL and UNIT DISTRICT 
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS REGARDING 
ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530) 
BY COUNTY 
TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT 
~__,. 
-.=---=-~~=-=~:a:=a..~~= -~a.~::s~ =------~ TOTAL ELEMENTARY HIGH SCHOOL UNIT 
N DISTRICT DISTRICT DISTRICT 
·2 
25 21 
--
4 0 
9 8 
-
1 0 
1 0 0 1 
10 7 1 2 
6 3 2 1 
3 1 1 1 
54 40 9 5 
Of the fifty-four districts responding to the two questions, seven-
ty-four percent were elementary districts, seventeen percent were 
high school districts and nine percent were unit districts. 
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TABLE 13.2 
NUMBER OF DISTRICT RESPONSES BY COUNTY TO QUESTIONS 
REGARDING ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530) 
ACCORDING TO STUDENT ENROLLMENT WITHIN DISTRICT 
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S T U D E N T D I S T R I C T E N R O L L M E N T 
. .:a·_.-:: ~-s, ·::a:-s:a-=::a=&:a-:=r-.a::= ~~ .. :a:,:a: ~ ....... .--~-S.:::i ~~~~ 
TOTAL Under 500- 1,000- 3,000- 6,000- 12,000 
COUNTY N 500 999 2.999 5.999 12.000 UP 
Cook 25 6 3 13 2 0 1 
DuPaJZe 9 1 2 5 1 0 0 
Kane 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lake 10 0 4 4 1 1 0 
McHenrv 6 3 1 2 0 0 0 
Will 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 
TOTALS 54 11 10 24 6 2 1 
Of the fifty-four districts respondig to the questions, forty-four percent 
had a student enrollment of 1,000 - 2,999 pupils while only 1.8% of the 
responding districts had an enrollment of 12,000 or more. 
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TABLE 13.3 
NUMBER OF DISTRICT RESPONSES BY COUNTY TO QUESTIONS 
REGARDING ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530) 
ACCORDING TO DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION 
DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION 
---
~ = -=--~.a:-a:= ~~~- '."S:aa.;s·:a=:a~ 
COUNTY TOTAL N IEA AFT INDEPENDENT 
Cook 
----
25 I~ 8 1 
DuPai!:e 9 9 0 0 
Kane 1 0 1 0 
Lake 10 5 3 2 
McHenrv 6 6 0 0 
Will 3 2 1 0 
-
TOTALS 54 38 13 3 
Seventy percent of the respondents reported the IEA to be the dominant 
teacher organization affiliation. Twenty-four percent indicated a 
dominant affiliation with the AFT and 5.5% reported an independent 
affiliation. 
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COUNTY 
Cook .,..... 
DuPage 
Kane 
Lake 
McHenrv 
Will 
TOTALS 
TABLE 13.4 
NUMBER OF DISTRICT RESPONSES BY COUNTY TO QUESTIONS REGARDING 
ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530) 
ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF YEARS 
SUPERINTENDENT HAS SERVED CURRENT DISTRICT 
.=aa=--~~ .~-::a:-a.2,.s:.a~--=a,a~~~..a-:~~;:a:::a..~~::s."S-. ~ 
NUMBER OF YEARS SUPERINTENDENT SERVED CURRENT 
6 mo.- 4 - 8 - 12 - 16 -
TOTAL N 3 vr. 7 vr. 11 vr. 15 vr. 19 vr. 
25 10 6 2 2 4 
9 4 1 3 0 1 
1 1 0 0 0 0 
10 2 3 1 4 0 
6 2 1 2 1 0 
3 0 1 2 0 0 
54 19 12 10 7 5 
~.s:~~ 
DISTRICT 
20 -
23 vr. 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
The majority (35.2%) of respondents reported that the superintendent had been 
employed in the current district between six months and three years. Over 
seventy-five percent of the districts completing the questions indicated that 
the current superintendent has been employed in the district between six months 
and eleven years. 
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ter the responses into four categories: Preparation for Bargaining/Nego-
tiations; Collective Bargaining/Negotiating Process; Contract Management 
and Impact on All Aspects of Bargaining. It became evident that the 
majority of the comments were pervasive to all facets of the collective 
bargaining process, and could not be easily categorized into one of the 
three identified phases or stages of the process. The comments are sum-
marized below in descending order of frequency of response: 
RESPONSE FREQUENCY 
9 1. None/no change 
2. Outside negotiator now used/board uses attorney more often 8 
3. Districts now have a written contract 5 
4. Recognition is now given to groups of employees 4 
5. Districts now have deadlines to meet 3 
6. Districts do more careful preparation/more cognizant 3 
7. Additional time demands for superintendent/business manager 
and principal(s) 3 
8. Increased role of superintendent/business manager/princi-
pal(s) 3 
9. Now negotiate previous non-negotiable items 3 
10. New procedures established (arbitration/impasse/grievances) 3 
11. Use of Win-Win bargaining technique 2 
12. More consistency by board of education in decisions/respon-
sibilities clearer 2 
13. Total relationship changed/formalized process 2 
14. Costs more money because of attorneys' fees 2 
15. Administration perceived as adversaries 2 
16. No more good faith/teachers have rights 2 
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17. Superintendent more important in process 1 
18. Takes longer to negotiate 1 
19. Scope of negotiations has increased 1 
20. Board policy items now in teacher contract 1 
21. More requests for mediation 1 
22. Teachers can bargain any time 1 
23. Shared responsibility for school management 1 
24. Staff proposals carefully reviewed 1 
25. Superintendent became part of board negotiating team in 
caucus sessions 1 
26. Superintendent no longer present at negotiating table 1 
27. Board now negotiates salaries and fringes 1 
28. Now have fair share 1 
Further analysis of the content of the responses in Question A re-
sulted in the determination that the majority of the responses were neu-
tral in tone. However, nine questionnaires reflected a negative tenor 
toward the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act for various reasons. 
Several of the complete responses are reported as follows: 
"During our last session (3/84-11/84) the IEA used all 
features of new law. We had a ULP from negotiation 
heard by IELRB. We produced a 4" pile of documenta-
tion; they produced verbal report on their recall. 
We paid an inordinate price but won handily ••• 
creating the ILRB with no history, we pay the price 
since they hear everything submitted unlike private 
sector boards. Private sector boards appear to have 
the "guts" or "support" (?) to say this is not an 
appropriate topic for out time." Cook County - Super-
intendent in current district for five years. 
••• Only change was of focus. Delineating each item 
in the contract resulted in a careful review and on-
going reading/checking. Formerly all items were on a 
'good faith' basis. This ••• is now destroyed -
'stick to contract and only by contract' are the words 
of today." Cook County - Superintendent in current 
district for twenty-three years. 
"There is very little in this act that adds to the role 
of management in a positive way. In fact, it has taken 
away much of the role of management in negotiations. 
This act only benefits labor." Cook County - Superin-
tendent in current district for seven years. 
"We negotiated prior to 1530. It has further 'watered 
down' the authority of the board." Cook County - Super-
intendent in current district six months. 
"First contract: 
1. Increased time demands on Superintendent for nego-
tiated contract preparation, contract management, 
grievances, etc. 
2. Increased time demands on principals for training 
in contract management, grievance process, etc." 
DuPage County - Superintendent in current district five 
years. 
"Assistant Superintendent, Superintendent, Business Man-
ager and principals have assumed major roles in collec-
tive bargaining. During prolonged contract negotiation 
administration is perceived as adversaries. Collective 
bargaining seems to create emotionalism and adversarial 
relationships." DuPage County - Superintendent in cur-
rent district one year. 
"Informal process prior to 1530. Superintendent served 
as resource prior to 1530. Principals not directly in-
volved prior to 1530. Attorney not utilized at table 
prior to 1530. Everyone much more involved now." 
DuPage County - Superintendent in current district ten 
years. 
"Give teachers an on-going ticket to bargain - anything 
if Board is not careful. Teachers feel any and any-
thing is a working condition." Lake County - Superin-
tendent in current district fourteen years. 
"1. About 15 items formerly in Board policy are now in 
the teacher-Board contract. We now, therefore, 
have less flexibility regarding changing some poli-
cies. 
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2. Teachers' rights have become a slightly bigger issue." 
McHenry County - Superintendent in current district 
fourteen years. 
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The following two responses reflected a positive tone with regard 
to the perceived changes in the role of management participants as a 
result of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 
1530). 
"Shared responsibilities for school management. Assures 
that staff proposals will be carefully reviewed. Re-
quires very careful preparation for negotiations. Pro-
cedure is a two-way street." Lake County - Superinten-
dent in current district one year. 
"Negotiated agreements had a tendency to develop more of 
an awareness and consistency in administrative deci-
sions." Kane County - Superintendent in current dis-
trict two years. 
Question B stated: "Please indicate the section/portion of House 
Bill 1530 that resulted in those changes listed above." 
Almost none of the respondents named the section or portion of the 
Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act in their responses. They did, 
however, provide enough descriptors to enable a specific section of the 
Act to be identified by this investigator. The responses are listed 
below in descending order of frequency of response and by the identified 
section of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 
1530). 
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ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL 
RESPONSE LABOR RELATIONS ACT FREQUENCY 
1. All Sections All Sections 12 
2. Recognition Section 7 6 
3. Binding Arbitration Section 10c 5 
4. Timelines/Deadlines Section 12 4 
5. Impasse procedure Section 12 4 
6. Working Conditions Section 10c 3 
7. Fair Share Section 11 3 
8. Contract in writing Section 10d 1 
9. Duty to bargain Section 10a 1 
10. Unfair labor practice Section 14 1 
11. None 1 
Implications 
The findings indicated that those superintendents who responded to 
the open-ended questions regarding the impact of the Illinois Education-
al Labor Relations Act reported numerous changes in the role of manage-
ment participants in the collective bargaining process. The majority of 
superintendent respondents expressed the belief that we are entering an 
era in which there will be less control by boards of education of con-
tractual issues, more need for districts to exercise care and caution in 
bargaining, a need for districts to allocate additional time and re-
sources to the process of collective bargaining, a greater need for at-
torney involvement in the process and a greater role that will need to 
be played by the superintendent and other district management partici-
pants in the collective bargaining process. It seems fair to say that 
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House Bill 1530 has had an impact on school districts since its enact-
ment on January 1, 1984. However, the degree and the extent· to which 
this legislation has impacted school districts located within the six 
counties surveyed in this study some two years later is not yet clearly 
known. 
Summary 
This chapter presented an analysis of the data which was organized 
around each of the five research questions. A summary table was presen-
ted for each of the three components of the collective bargaining: pro-
cess: I. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, II. Collective Bar-
gaining/Negotiations Process and III. Contract Management. A narrative 
discussion accompanied each of the summary tables. Additional tables 
were presented which summarized all items determined to be statistically 
significant at the .OS level or less, and which summarized and discussed 
the relationships among various demographic data and the participants in 
the collective bargaining process. The results of a content analysis 
performed on two open-ended questions pertaining to the implementation 
of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act were presented and dis-
cussed. Additional sections of Chapter IV discussed the implications of 
the results. Chapter Vis comprised of three sections. The first sec-
tion contains a summary of the research study. In the second section 
the conclusions of the study are presented. Recommendations for prac-
tice and future research are suggested in the final section. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the role played by school 
district employees in management positions in completing the various 
tasks that define the collective bargaining or negotiations process oc-
curring between a district's board of education and teacher organization. 
Six research questions provided a framework by which the purpose of the 
study was accomplished: (1) To what extent are the various management 
representatives or participants involved in preparing for collective 
bargaining/negotiations? (2) To what extent are the various management 
representatives or participants involved in the collective bargaining/ 
negotiations process itself? (3) To what extent are the various manage-
ment representatives or participants involved in contract management? 
(4) What is the relationship between various demographic data and the 
extent to which the management representatives or participants are in-
volved in the collective bargaining/negotiations process? (5) What 
impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 
1530) had on the roles of management representatives or participants in 
the collective bargaining/negotiations process? 
In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following 
methods and procedures were utilized: 
1. The population consisted of all elementary, high school and 
unit school districts, excluding Chicago, in the Illinois counties of 
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Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will during the 1985-86 school 
year. 
2. The sample consited of the 181 school districts that responded 
to the questionnaire. 
3. The research and literature were reviewed relative to the histo-
ry and background of collective bargaining in education, the collective 
bargaining process and the role of management participants in collective 
bargaining in education, and the impact of legislation on collective 
bargaining in education. 
4. The author-developed questionnaire was mailed to 298 districts 
in the Illinois counties of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will. 
s. A follow-up mailing for non-respondents to the questionnaire 
was mailed. Completed questionnaires were returned by 181 school super-
intendents. 
6. The data received from the surveys were tabulated and analyzed 
using frequency and cross tabulation. The Chi-square test of signifi-
cance was applied to determine the existence of any significant relation-
ships among variables. 
7. Conclusions were drawn and recommendations were made. 
The limitations of this study were those inherent in using mailed 
questionnaires. Due to time limitations and the size of the sample, 
personal interviews were not conducted with superintendent respondents. 
Because the sample included school districts in six counties surrounding 
the Chicago, Illinois metropolitan area, findings were limited and gener-
alized to similar school districts in similar geographic areas. 
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The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 1530) was 
enacted January 1, 1984. Although the research study was begun in the 
early part of 1986, a full two years later, it is unlikely that these 
two years represented a long enough period of time in which the full 
impact of this legislation could be measured. At the same time, the 
impact of H.B. 1530 may have been minimal on districts included in the 
study who have been collectively bargaining for a number of years prior 
to January 1, 1984. 
This chapter represents the conlusions and recommendations of the 
study resulting from the analysis of survey responses and demographic 
information. 
Conclusions from Current Research 
Several conclusions to this study emerged. They were based solely 
on the evidence found in the study and did not reflect the opinions of 
any particular individual. The conclusions reflected only the data gath-
ered and reported. 
1. Conclusions regarding each of the six management participants 
in the collective bargaining process are as follows: 
a. Board of Education - The data represented in Tables 1.1, 1.2, 
2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and 3.2 indicated that the board of education's most pri-
mary role in the bargaining process was to determine if an outside 
negotiator should be hired, followed by determining the composition of 
the negotiating team. The other primary roles played by boards of 
education occurred in the actual bargaining phase of the process when, 
regardless of any of the demographic variables, board members attended 
negotiations sessions and participated in caucus sessions. 
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b. Superintendent - The data represented in all tables indicated 
that the superintendent played the most primary role of all the -manage-
ment participants in each phase of collective bargaining, particularly 
contract management. However, there were some significant differences 
in responses to items by county. For example, in all counties except 
Kane, superintendents were primary in determining the composition of the 
negotiating team and attending negotiating sessions. The data also indi-
cated that superintendents provided little or no technical assistance in 
contract management in all counties except McHenry, where they were in-
volved in either a primary or secondary role. 
Superintendents were likely to play primary roles in accomplishing 
tasks in negotiations when they worked in elementary districts with 
fewer buildings. 
c. Business Manager - The data represented in all tables indicated 
that approximately one-third of the districts participating in this 
study did not employ business managers. This percentage was greatest in 
McHenry and Will counties and in elementary districts with smaller stu-
dent enrollments. When business managers were employed, their roles in 
collective bargaining varied. However, they played primary roles in 
compiling information, specifically economic data. They were involved 
secondarily in more tasks specific to preparation for bargaining. 
d. Principal - Principals were involved less in all aspects of the 
bargaining process than any other management participant. The one task 
in which they played a significantly primary role was in contract manage-
ment when they functioned as one step in the grievance procedure. 
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e. Attorney - Even though it was anticipated that attorneys would 
be highly involved in collective bargaining, particularly since· the en-
actment of the Illinois mandatory collective bargaining act (House Bill 
1530), the data indicated that attorneys only played a primary role in 
conducting legal research and developing language to be used in the con-
tract. Fewer attorneys were employed in McHenry and Kane County dis-
tricts, but there was no significant difference in the employment or 
role of attorneys in elementary, high school or unit districts. Attor-
neys did appear to assume a more primary or secondary role in districts 
affiliated with either the IEA or AFT as opposed to an independent 
teacher organization affiliation. 
f. Other - Only about one-third of the districts responding to the 
survey reported that they employed an administrator defined as "other". 
In most cases, this administrator was described as having responsibility 
for personnel functions within the district. Caution should be used in 
attaching great significance to the role of this management participant 
in the bargaining process due to the few number of responses. However, 
the data did indicate that this administrator assumed a primary role 
more often in preparing for bargaining and in the actual bargaining 
process, and was utilized to gather data, prepare proposals, analyze 
grievances and maintain records during negotiations. 
School districts in McHenry County were less likely to employ such 
an administrator, as were elementary districts, with fewer numbers of 
buildings and smaller student enrollments. 
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2. Although there were some strong narrative statements regarding 
the impact of the January 1, 1984 Illinois legislation regulating collec-
tive bargaining, the majority of superintendents did not respond to the 
two open-ended questions pertaining to this recent legislation. This 
would lead the author to conclude that there has been little impact to 
the districts survey at this point in time, as a result of this legisla-
tion. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
Recommendations for further study include addressing the following 
concerns: 
1. Replicate the study, statewide in Illinois, in order to general-
ize the data to a larger population. Investigate the possibility of 
specific geographic differences in the role of management participants 
in collective bargaining and in the impact of the Illinois Educational 
Labor Relations Act. 
2. Replicate the same study next year to determine the impact of 
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act after two additional years 
of implementation. 
3. Develop a study that would explore the specific concerns expres-
sed by superintendents in the responses to the open-ended question rela-
tive to the implementation of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations 
Act. 
4. Replicate the study and include superintendent interviews to 
further probe the role of management participants in collective bargain-
ing and the impact of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act. 
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5. Replicate the study from the perspective of the teacher's orga-
nization. Explore the role of various union representatives in the same 
phase of bargaining process, and query the impact of House Bill 1530 
from the perspective of the teacher's organization. 
6. Develop a study to compare management roles in the traditional 
bargaining model with those used in the Win-Win model of collective nego-
tiations. Win-Win was identified by several superintendents as a new 
and different way to bargain. 
7. Develop and conduct a study regarding management roles in col-
lective bargaining in districts where strikes of significant duration 
have occurred. 
8. Develop a study that would explore the relationship between the 
role of management participants in the collective bargaining process, 
and the number and kind of grievances filed with the Labor Relations 
Board. 
9. A study should be conducted that attempts to identify and orga-
nize other variables with existing variables into a more complex model 
that will better identify the role of management participants in collec-
tive bargaining. 
10. Replicate the study using individual school districts as the 
unit of analysis. 
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11. An historical, longitudinal study should be conducted to deter-
mine if past management roles in collective bargaining are predictors of 
future roles in the negotiations process. 
12. Explore the relationship of gender to management participant 
roles in the collective bargaining process. 
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APPENDIX B 
INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS 
'l'h' purpose of this study is to determine the role (primary, aecondary, or 
little/none) played by each li1ted di1trict employee in a aanage:ment position 
1mo completes the tasks that define the collective bargaining process occurring 
becveen the Board of Education and teacher•' organization. 
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'l'hi• questionnaire ahould be completed by the Superintendent of Schools and will 
be beld in atrictest confidence. A number has been assigned only as a means of 
checking the return of the questionnaire. Specific data will be •hared with the 
research committee at Loyola University of Chicago. 
******************************************************************************** 
Please answer the following questions: 
1. Name of School District: 
2. County in which your district is located: Cook __ _ DuPage Kane 
--- ---
Lake 
---
McHenry_ Will __ _ 
3, Number of achools in district: (lt-S) (6-8) (other) 
4. Type of district: Elementary High School Unit 
s. Current district pupil enrollment: 
Under S00 3,000-5,999 
500-999 6,000-11,999 
1,000-2,999 12,000 & up 
6. Bow long have you served as Superintendent of Schools in this district? 
----Bow aany years have you been employed as a Superintendent? 
----------
7. Current collective bargaining status: 
Startin& Date of First Negotiated Contract: 
Starting Date of Current Negotiated Contract: ______ _ 
Duration of Current Negotiated Contract: 
I: Dominant teacher organization affiliation: IEA___ AFT __ _ 
Neither___ Both __ _ Independent __ _ 
9. Place an "r' by the central office staff employed by your distrlct: 
Aasistant Superintendent (List by title) ______ _ 
Business Manager 
Personnel Director 
Curricula Director 
Special lducation Director 
Pupil Service• Director 
llesearch/lvaluation Director 
.Other 
---------------
:>UKVt:l 
Ple.aae circle the response that beat indicate, the role each person played in 150 
completing the following tasks during your district'• most recent collective 
bargaining process. Please note that a mini.mum 2!,_five responses ahould be 
marked for each item. 
P • Played PRIMARY role 
S • Played SECONDARY role 
0 • Played LITTLE/NO role 
(responsible for completion of task) 
(provided information/data)· 
(consulted infrequently) 
N • Not employed by district 
EXAMPLE: 
Study the present agreement/contract with a view to 
diacovering •ection1 that require modification. 
Board of Education 
Superintendent 
Businesa Manager 
~?s)~: 
P ~ 0 N 
Principal 
Attorney 
Other ;4C5c-n/1e f. 
a, Y'"( cf-pr(.. 
PREPARATION FOR BARGAINING/NEGOTIATIONS . 
a. Analyze grievances to di•cover defective or unworkable 
contract language. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney 
Bu•inua Manager p s 0 N Other 
b. Anticipate future aployee oraanization demands. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney 
Buaine•• Manager p s 0 N Other 
c. Deteraine composition of negotiating team. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal 
Superintendent· p s 0 N Attorney 
BusineH Manager p s 0 N Other 
d. Conduct meetings or confer with teachers. principals. 
supervisors, central office administrators, parents 
and/or comunity to aather iDfomation or data reaarding 
implementation of the currmt contract. and to identify 
aectiou tb&t uy need cbange or aodification. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal 
Superintendmt p s 0 N Attorney 
Busineu Manager p s 0 N Other 
P s@N 
(VS O N 
(V S O N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
p s 0 N 
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•• Compile needed 1nfonaation and relevant economic data. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Bus ineu Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
f. Eatabliah adminietrative prioritie• in negotiations. Does not aoolv 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
I• Conduct legal research and recent developments that 
may affect future contract negotiations. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
b. Prepare a~inistrative proposals and alternative positions 
to be presented during contract negotiations. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Bus ine•a Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
i. DeterlliDe if outside negotiator should be hired. 
. 
Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/NEGOTIATING PROCESS 
a. Establiab c011111N11ication with the teacher organization. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superilltendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Buaine•• Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
b. Arrange meetings between administration/board negotiating team and 
teacher organization team. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superilltendent p s 0 JI Attorney p s 0 N 
lusiDM• Manager p s 0 I Other p s 0 N 
c. Attend negotiation auaiona as a member of neiotiating team. Does not apply 
Board of lclucation p s 0 I Principal p s 0 • Superintendent p s 0 R Attorney p s 0 • luaim•• Manaa•r p s 0 • Other p s 0 R 
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d. Gather additional data relative to i11ues raised during 
negotiations. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
e. Develop language to be used in contract. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
B~siness Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
f. Participate in development of negotiating session agendas. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
g. Develop procedure for exchange of bargaining proposals. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s ~ N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
h. Participate in caucus sessions. 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Business Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
1. Participate in on-going dialogue with board chief negotiator. Does not apply __ 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
SuperiDtenden t p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Bus ineu Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 B 
k. Ma1nta1D official record of propo1al1, counterpropoaal1 and 
tentative qre•ent1. Does not apply . 
loard of r.ducation 
' 
s 0 I Principal 
' 
s 0 R 
Superintendent 
' 
s 0 I Attorney p s 0 R 
IUIWII Manqer 
' 
s 0 R Other p s 0 N 
"' 
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tll · CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 
a. Publiab final contract for diatribution to administrative 
and teaching ataff. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 I Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 I Attorney p s 0 R 
lueineaa Manager p s 0 I Other p s 0 N· 
b. Develop training program for admini1trative ataff relative 
to unagement of the agreed upon contract. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 R Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 R Attorney p s 0 N 
luaineaa Manager p s 0 R Other p s 0 N 
c. Manage and participate in grievance procedure. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 R 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
luaine•• Manager p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
d. Function u om atep 1D tbe grievance procedure. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 • Principal p s 0 N Superintendent p s 0 • Attorney p s 0 N Buaiueaa Manager p s 0 • Other p s 0 N 
•• MaintaiD cClllllllUDicatiou with Board of Education regarding 
aanagement of the contract. Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintendent p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Buaineaa Manager p s 0 R Other .P s 0 N 
f. Provide technical aaaiatance to administrative ataff in 
the contract aanagement proce••· Does not apply 
Board of Education p s 0 N Principal p s 0 N 
Superintend at p s 0 N Attorney p s 0 N 
Buainua Manaaer p s 0 N Other p s 0 N 
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!V, AB you know, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (H.B. 1530) became effective 
January 1, 1984. The following questions attempt to determ"ine how this mandatory 
collective bargaining statute has changed management responsibilities in the collective 
bargaining process. 
A, Please list any changes in the roles of the management participants in your 
collective bargaining process, that.have occurred as a result of H.B. 1530: 
B. Please indicate the section/portion of H.B. 1530 that resulted in those chang_e~ 
listed above: 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE 
APPENDIX C 
SCHOOL OISTAICT 
tt:i 
COOK COUNTY 
EVANSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
1314 RIDGE AVENUE EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201 (312) 492-5986 
January 13, 1986 
Dear Superintendent, 
I need your help. I am conducting a study regarding the roles 
that various management participants play in the collective 
bargaining process. This study is under the chairmanship of 
Dr. Max Bailey, Associate Professor of Educational Administration, 
Loyola University of Chicago. 
The enclosed questionnaire will take approximately twenty minutes 
to complete. It is essential that the questionnaire be completed 
by you, the superintendent, to provide consistency of respondents, 
and returned in the enclosed envelope no later than Friday, 
January 31. Your answers to the questions will be shared only 
with the research committee at Loyola University. 
Your assistance in this project is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
~u-~ rf'{.,IUu,,-n 
L~-;.- Pierson, 
LBP/jbs Director of Special Services 
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SCHOOL. OIST~ICT 
tl:i 
COOK COUNTY 
EVANSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
1314 RIDGE AVENUE 
Dear Superintendent, 
EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201 
February 7, 1986 
SECOND REQUEST 
(312) 492-5986 
I continue to need your help. I am conducting a study regarding 
the roles that various management participants play in the 
collective bargaining process. This study is under the chairman-
ship of Dr. Max Bailey, Associate Professor of Educational 
Administration, Loyola University of Chicago. 
The enclosed questionnaire will take approximately twenty minutes 
to complete. It is essential that the questionnaire be completed 
by you, the superintendent, to provide consistency of respondents, 
and returned in the enclosed envelope by Friday, February 21. 
Your answers to the questions will be shared only with the research 
committee at Loyola University. 
Your assistance in this project is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
L~(!!Wu~· 
LBP/jbs Director of Special Services 
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APPENDIX D 
ILLINOIS 
EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
ACT 
January 1, 1984 
Compiled and presented by: 
SCARIANO, KULA & ELLCH, CHARTERED 
1450 Aberdeen 
Chicago Heights, IL 60411 
(312) 755-1900 
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Section 
Section 
a 
b 
C 
d. 
e 
f 
g 
h. 
i 
j 
k 
l 
M 
n. 
o. 
p. 
Section 3. 
Section 4. 
Section 5. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
Section 6. 
Section 7. 
a. 
b. 
TARi.L Of_ CONE.:;-;, 
Oefi'11 t: ans 
:,mp I ayer 
employee 
employee/labor organization 
exclusive representative 
board 
regional superintendent 
supervisor 
unfair labor practice 
person 
wages 
professional Employee (college) 
professional Employee (conmen school) 
bargaining unit . . . 
confidential e~ployee 
managerial employee 
craft employee 
Employee Rights 
concerted activities 
rights of exclusive representative 
Employer Rights 
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Illinois Educational Labor Relations 8oard {IELRBl 
establishment, composition. 
term . 
salaries. . . 
quorum 
re1110val 
power to employ staff . 
subpoena power, enforcement 
duty to adopt rules .... 
Illinois Educational Labor ~ediation Roster 
Reco ition of Exclusive Bar ainin Re resentatives 
n t eterm nation 
appropriateness ~f_a unit - factors/criteria 
voluntary recogn1t1on .. 
i) notice of intent - time limits .. 
ii) criteria 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
) 
3 
) 
) 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6,7 
7 
7 
7 
8 
8,9 
8 
9 
SHtion 8 
• 
b 
Section 9 
Section 10. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d 
e. 
Section 11. 
Section 12. 
Section 13. -
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Elect :or·. Feferpr:'..lT 
l l ~a. led~\ e~r:c·1p~ 
11.) )(1 •• re.:·'-': rer-ie.-,t 
1 l 1 ) ca l l e d t· · e :-.:--- J o ·:er 
1v> contract ~:dr 
v) conc,e:'tt eiect1cn 
[le ct 1 on - Cert ;: f 1 cat 1 on 
Procedures 
''grandfathered'' txclus1ve barga1n1ng representar ive 
Board Rules 
appropriateness of barga1n1n~ unit 
representative elect1ons 
employee pet1t1ons for recogn1t1on 
voluntary recognition 
Duty to Bargain 
deHnition of. 
prohibited topics of bargaining 
-ndatory binding arbitration 
mandatory no strike clause 
reduce agreeoent to writing 
Fair Share Payments 
penniaaiva not 1114ndatory 
certification of amounts 
religious objections 
payment to charity 
lllll)aaae Procedures 
arbitration, interest 
fact finding. 
aediation 
atatua reports 
~ 
conditions precedent 
auit to enjoin 
- clear and present danger 
- unfair labor practice, unclean hands defense 
ii 
10 
11 
11 
11 
11 
l 1 
11 
11 
11 
12 
12 
12 
12 
1) 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
14 
14 
14 
13,l 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
Sect ion lt. 
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ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT 
hctloa 1. Polle,. It la tN public ,ollcJ of tbia Stat• 
and tba purpoaa of tbla Act to proaota ordarlJ and conatructiva 
ralationabip1 between all educational -ploJ••• and tbair amp10,ar1. 
Unraaolvad diaputa1 between tbl educational nploJ••• and tbair 
amplo,ara are 1njur1oua to tba public, and tba General A•••blJ 11 
tbarafora aware tbat adequate ••ana muat be 1atabliabad for mini-
m1z1n1 tbH and providin1 for tbair raaolution. It 1a tba purpoae 
of tb1a act to rasulata labor relation• between educational 
amploJera and educational .. ,10,eaa, includ1n1 tbe daa11nation ot 
educational employee repraaentativaa, na1ot1at1on of ncea, bour• 
and otber condition• ot •ploymant and raaolution ot d11putaa 
ariain1 under collective bar1a1n1n1 acr•••nta. Tba General 
AaaNblJ raco1n1za1 tbat aubatantial ditfarencaa axiat between 
educational Nplo,eea and otber public Hployeaa •• a result of 
tba uniquaneaa of tba educational work calandar and educatioul 
work dutiea and tbe traditional and b1ator1cal pattern• ot 
collective barcainiDI between educational .. plo1ara and educational 
nploJeea and tbat aucb difference• dNand atatutor1 raculation ot 
collective bar1a1n1n1 between educational •ploJera and educational 
employee• in a manner tbat raco1niza1 tbaae ditferencaa. Raco1-
nizin1 tbat barmoniou• relationsbipa are required between educa-
tional •plo1aea and tbair employer,, tbe General A•••blJ baa 
deteralned tbat tbe overall policJ .. , beat be acc011pliabad bJ 
(a) 1rant1n1 to educational -,101aea tbe r11bt to or1u1aa and 
cbooaa freely tbelr repreaentatlvea; (b) requ1r1n1 educational 
•ployera to ne1otiate and bar1a1a witb employee or1anizationa 
repreaent1n1 educational Nployeea and to enter into written 
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aarPPmPnts pv:dPnc1na the rPsult ot such barga1n1n~ and ,c 
P1tabl1sh1na procedures to provide for the protection of the 
r11ht1 ot the •ducat1oaal •mployee, the •ducat1onal employer and 
th• public. 
S•ct1oa 2. Oet1a1t1ona. Aa used ln thU Act 
"Educatloaal •ploJer" or "!!floyer" -•a• tbe 1ov•ra1a1 body ot 
a public acbool dlatrlct, coab1Datlon of public school d1atrlct1, 
laclud1ns tbe 1overn1a1 body of joint asr••-nta ot any type formed 
by 2 or aore Dcbool d1Dtr1cta, public c-n1ty collese d11trlct or 
State coll•1• or ua1verD1ty aad an, State a1enc, •hose •aJor 
fuact1oa la prov1d1DI educat1oaal eervicea. 
(b) ·;1c1ucat tonal •plone" or .. _ploz••" MaH aa, lndlvidual' 
eacludlDI •uperv1aor•. aaaa1erial, coafideatial, Dbort tera 
•plo1•••· atudeat, aad part-t1M acad•ic employ••• of coaauaitJ 
coll•1••. aployed full or part tiae bJ aa educatioaal •plo,ar, 
but aball aot iaclude elected official• ud appoiateea of tbe 
Goveraor •1tb tbe advice aad coaaeat of tbe Seaate. For tbe 
purpo••• of tbia act, part-tiae acadHic eaployeea of c01111unity 
coll•s•• aball be defiaed •• tboae •plorn• wbo provide leaa tbaa 
6 credit boura of laatnactioa per acad•ic •-•ter. 
(C) "laplozee OrlUi&atloD" Or "labor orgaai&atiOD" M&Da &D 
or1aat&&tioa of aa, k1Dd 1D wbicb -berabip 1acludea educattoaal 
•ployeea, ud wbicb eaiata for tbe purpoae, iD •bole or iD part, 
of deal1a1 witb •plorera coaeera1a1 1rievaacea, •plo1ee-eaplo1er 
dlaputea, was••. ratea of pay, boura of •plo,-eat, or coadltioaa 
or aork, but aball aot iaclude any or1aal&atioa wbicb practice• 
diacrla1Dation in -a»erabip becauN of race, color, creed, a1e, 
1•nder, aatioaal or111• or political affiliattoa. 
(d) "Eaclua1ve repreaeatat1ve" ••••• tbe labor or1an1nt1on 
•btcb baa been deai1nated by the llliao1a Educational l.abor 
Relatloaa Board•• the representative of the aaJority of educa-
tional -ploy••• in aa appropriate uait, or reco1nized by aa 
educational •ployer prior to January 1, 1984, aa the ••elusive 
repreaentativeof tbe -ployeea in an appropriate unit or. after 
January I. 1984, reco1nized by an •ployer upon evidence that tfte 
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employee organization has been designated as the exclusive repre-
sentative by a maJority of the employees ln an appropriate unit 
re) "Board" means the Ill1nols Educational Labor Relations 
Board. 
Cf) "Reclooal Superioteodeot" mean• tbe rec1onal aupertnten-
deot of acboola provided for in Article• 3 and 3A of Tb• Scbool 
Code. 
(C) "Superviaor" mean• any individual havinc authority in the 
interest• of the employer to bire, tranater, auapend, lay ott, 
recall, promote,diacharre, reward or discipline other employees 
within th• appropriate barcaininr unit and adJuat their crievancea, 
or to ettectively reco-end such action it the exercise ot auch 
authority la not ot a merely routine or clerical nature but re-
quire• th• use ot independent Judcment. The tera "aupenisor" 
include• only those individuals who devote a preponderance ot 
there eaplo,-nt t,._ to such exercisinc authority. 
(h) "Ontair labor practic!" or "unfair practice" .. ans &DJ 
practice prohibited by Section 14 of this Act. 
(1) "Person" includes u individual, educational •ployee, 
educational •ployer, lecal representative, or •PlOJff orcani-
zation. 
(J) "W9es" .. ans salaries or other foraa of coapensatioa for 
service• readered. 
(ll) "Profeaaional •plozee" Mans, in the cue of a public 
co-unitJ collece, State collec• or uaiveraitJ, State a1enc1 wboee 
maJor function 1a providiDI educatioaal aenicea, the Illinois 
School tor the Deaf, aad the 1111001• School for the Visually 
Impaired, (1) any employee en1a1ed in 110rll (1) predoainantlJ 
intellectual and varied in character as opposed to routine .. ntal, 
manual, Mchanical, or physical work; (11) 1avolv1nc the consistent 
exercise of discretion and Judcment in its perforaance; (111) ot 
such character that the output produced or the result accoapliahed 
cannot be standardized in relation to a riven period ot time and 
(iv) requir1DC knowledce ot an advanced type in a field of science 
or learninr cust0111&rily acquired by a prolonced course of specialized 
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intellectual 1nstruct1on and study 1n an 1nst1tut1on of h1cher 
learn1nc or a hospital. as d1st1ncu1shed frOffl a ~eneral acadrm1c 
education or trom an apprent1cesh1p or from train1nc in tbe per-
formance of routine mental. manual. or physical procesaea. or 
(2) aDJ -ploJ••. •bo (1) baa c-pleted tbe couraea of 
apec1al1zed 1atellectual iaatructioa and atudJ deacribed ia clauae 
(iv) of parasrapb Cl) of tb1a aubaectioa, and (11) 1• pertora1a1 
related work under tbe auperviaioa of a proteaatonal peraoa to 
quality biaaelf or beraelt to becoae a profeeaioaal aa defiaed 1n 
paracrapb Cl). 
( 1) "ProfeH1oaal •ploJ••" -•aa, 1D tbe caH of &DJ public 
ac:bool d1atr1ct, or c:Ollb1aat1oa ot acbool d1atr1cta purauant to 
Joiat acre-at, aa, aplo1•• •bo baa a certificate 1aaued under 
Article 21 or lectioa 34-13 of Tb• Scbool Cod•, •• ao• or bereatter 
... adecl. 
<•> "VaU" or "bar1a1a19 uait" •aa• aa, croup ot eaploJ••• 
for Wll1cb •• ••clua1•• repreaeatatt•• ia Hlectecl. 
<•> "Co911ffPU&l -lOJff" ••H aa -ploJff, •llo (1) 1a tbe 
recular covH of b1a/laer clut1ea, aaaiata ud act• 1• • c:oaf1deat1al 
c:a,ac1tJ to pereoaa wllo foraalate, detera1•• aad effectuate aaaac•-
... , pol1c1•• wltb n1&r11 to labor relat1oaa or wbo (11) 1a tile 
r.,.lar ooerN of ble/ller datl•• llu ace••• to taforaat1oa relat1a, 
to tbe effectut1oa or r••1- of tile eaplo1er'• collectl•• b&r1a1a-
1a, poUcln. 
(o) "ll&Uferlal -,101••" •n• u 1adh1dual wllo 1• •DPled 
predca1autlJ 1a eaecut1•• aad -•a1-•t faact1oaa &ad 1• c:taarsect 
•ltb tbe reapoaa1b111tJ of d1rect1q tbe eftectuattoa of auc:b 
aaaa1-..t pol1c:1ea &ad pract1cea. 
(p) "Craft •ploz••" -a•• aktlled Joune,..D, crafta peraoaa, 
ud tbe1r appreattcea &ad beloera. 
lecttoa 3. lpplpJ•t r15bta. (a) It aball be lawful tor 
eclucat1oaal -,101••• to orsaa1ze, fora, Jota, or ua1at ta •plo1•• 
orpataattoaa or ••sac• 1D lawful coacertecl act1v1t1ea for tbe 
purpoae ot collective bar,aiaias or otber autual aid aad protection 
or bar1a1a collectivelJ tbrou1b repreaeatattvea of tbeir own free 
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choice and. except as provided 1n Section 11. such employees shall 
also have the r11ht to refra10 from any or all -such acttv1t1es. 
(bl Representatives selected by educational employees in a 
u01t appropriate for collective bar1a10i01 purposes shall be the 
exclusive representative of all the -ployees io such unit to 
bar1a10 on ,races, boura, teraa aod conditions of -plo,aent. 
However, any individual -ployee or a rroup of -ployees may at aoy 
time present 1r1evancea to tbelr -ployer aod bave tb- adjusted 
•1tbout tbe intervention of tbe bar1ainin1 representative aa 1001 
as tbe adjustaeot 1a not lnconsiatent eitb tbe teraa of a collective 
bar1ai0i01 arre-ent then 1D effect, provided that tbe bar1al0in1 
representative baa been riven an opportunity to be preaent at aucb 
adJustaent. 
Section 4. Eaployer r1Jbta. lllployera aball not be required 
to bar1a1n over aattera of labereat aaaarerlal policy, wlllcb aball 
include aucb areas of discretion or policy aa tbe fuacttoaa of tbe 
-ployer, atandarda of aerTlcea, ita overall budret, tbe or1aa1-
zatlonal atructure aad aelect1oa of a- aaplo1eea aad direction of 
-p1O1eea. lllplo1era, boeever, aball be required to bar1aia 
collectivel1 eitb rerard to poltc1 -ttera directly affectlac nee•. 
boura, ud teraa aad coaditioaa of aplo,-at aa well aa tbe lapact 
tbereoa upon request by eaplo1ee repreaeatativea. To preNrve tbe 
ri1bta of aplo1era aad e•cluaive repreaeatativea wllicb bave 
eatabliabed collective barcaiaiac relatioaabipa or aecc,tiated 
collective barpialac acre-•t• prior to the effective date of 
tbla Act, 911ployera aball be required to barpia collecti•el1 eitb 
re1ard to aay -tter coacera1a1 eases, boun or conditioaa of 
-plo,aeat about ebicb tbey bave barcalaed for aad aJrNd to la a 
collective barraiainc acre-at prior to tbe effective date of tbia 
Act. 
Section 5. Illlaoia Educational Labor lelatioaa loard. (a) 
Tbere is hereby created tbe Illiaota lclucat1011al Labor lelattoaa 
Board cona1at1ac of 3 -bera, no aore tbaa 2 of •boll -1 be of 
tbe •- political party, ebo are reaideata of Illinois appointed 
by tbe Governor •1th the advice aad consent of tbe Senate. Tbe 
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Governor sha; J ,ppr 1nl lo the Board only persons whr, have r.ad a 
m101murr of S years cl experience directly related to labor and 
employmeot relations 10 representing educational employers or 
educational employees 1n collective barga1n1ng matters. One 
appointed member Pball be desranated at the t1me of bis or her 
appointment to serve as cha1rman. In1t1al appo1ntmens shall be 
made witb1n 30 days ot tbe effective date of tbis Act. At tbe 
or1an1zational meet1n1 ot the ori11nal Board, the members shall 
determine by lot one member to serve for a tena of 6 years, one 
m-ber to serve for a term of 4 years, and one member to serve 
for a term ot 2 years, witb eacb to serve until bis or ber 
successor is appointed and qualified. 
(b) Eacb subsequent member aball be appointed in like manner 
for a term ot 6 years and until bis or ber successor ia appointed 
alld qualified. Eacb member ot tbe Board is eliCible tor reappoint-
Nnt. Vacancies shall be filled iD tbe as.me manner•• oricinal 
appoint-nta for the balance of the unexpired tens. 
(c) The chair11&n shall be paid $50,000 per year. Other members 
of tbe Board shall be paid $45,000 per year. They shall be entitled 
to reiabura•ent for necessary travelinc and otber official expendi-
tures aecesaitated by their official duties. 
(d) Two -bers of tbe Board constitute a quor1a aad a vacancy 
oD tbe board does not impair the ricbt of the 2 r-iniac ••bers 
to exercise all of the powers of tbe Board. 
(e) ADY -b•r of the Board may be reaoved by tbe Governor, 
upon DOtice, for neclect of duty OT malfeaaaDce iD office, but for 
DO otber cause. 
(f) Tbe Board may -ploy such personnel aa may be necessary 
to admiDiater tbia Act and to uke expenditures of funds appropriated 
to it. 
(C) To accomplish the objectives and to carry out the duties 
prescribed by this Act, tbe Board may subpoena witnesses, subpeona 
tbe production of books, papers, records and document• which may 
be needed as evidence on any matter under·1nqu1ry aad may administer 
oatbs and affirmations. 
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In cases o! ce&lect or refusal to obey a subpoena 1asued to 
aoy person, the circuit court 1n the county in whicb tbe 10vest1-
&at100 or the public hearing is takin& place, upoc applicat1oc by 
the Board. may issue ac order requ1r1D& such person to appear 
before tbe Board or aay member or a,eat of tbe Board to produce 
evideace or cive testimoay. A failure to obey auch order may be 
puaisbed by tbe court as ia civil contempt. 
Any subpoeaa, aot1ce of heariac, or other process or cotice 
of the Board iasued under tbe proviaioaa of tbis Act may be aerved 
persoaally, by reciatered mail or by leav1nc a copy at the princi-
pal office of the respocdeat required to be served. A return, 
made aad verified by tbe individual makiDC aucb aervice and aettiac 
fortb tbe manner of aucb aervice is proof of aervice. A poat office 
receipt, wbea reciatered mail ia used, 1• proof of service. All 
proceaa of &DJ court to which application may be made under tbe 
proviaiona of tbia Act may be served iD the county where tbe persona 
required to be served reaide or may be found. 
(h) Tbe Board ahall adopt, promulcate, &mead or reac1ud rules 
aad reculat1oua in accordance with "Tbe Illinois Adminiatrative 
Procedure Act", as cow or hereafter amended, as it d•-• necessary 
and feasible to carry out tbis Act. 
Section 6. Illinois Education Labor Mediat1oa Roater 1 The 
Board aball eatabl1ab aa Illinois Educational Labor Mediation 
Roater, the aervices of which are available to tbe educational 
-ployer and to labor orcuizatioaa for purposes of arbitration of 
crievaaces and mediatioa or arbitratioD of contract disputes. Tbe 
members of the roster shall be qualified iapartial iDdividuala wbo 
are cot -ployees of the Board. 
SectiOD 7. ReCO(DitiOD of exclusive b&rS&iDiDf representatives 
uait determination. Tbe Board is empowered to admiaiater tbe 
recocnitioD of barcaiuinc representatives of •ployees of public 
school districts, includiDC employees of districts wbicb bave 
entered iato Joint acr•-•nts. or -ployees of public coaaunity 
collece districts or &DJ state collece or university, and any state 
acency whose major fuactiOD is providiDC educatioaal services, 
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making certain that each bargaining unit contains employees with 
an identifiable community of interest and that" no unit includes 
both professional employees and aonprofess1oaal employees unless 
a majority ot e~ployees 1n each group vote for 1aclus1on in the 
UD1t. 
(a) Ia detem1n1nc tbe appropriateness of a unit, the Board 
sball decide in eacb case, 1n order to ensure employees tbe full-
est freedom in exercisiac tbe ricbts cuaraateed by tbis Act, the 
unit appropriate for tbe purpose of collective barcainiac, baaed 
upon but aot limited to aucb factors as biatorical pattern of 
recoca1tioa, coaauaitJ of interest, iacludiac -ployee skills and 
fuact1oaa,de1ree of fuactioaal iaterratioa, iatercbaaceabilitJ aad 
coatact aaoar employees, cOtM10n supervision, wa1ea, boura aad otber 
workiDI condition• of tbe employees iavolved, aad tbe desire• ot 
tbe employeea. •otbiar ia tbia Act aball interfere witb or aerate 
tbe curreat reprenatatioa riJbta or pattern• ud practices of 
•ployee orruizatioaa wbicb bave biatoricallJ repreNated -ployeea 
for tbe purpoaea of collective barraiaiar, 1aclud1ar but aot limited 
to tbe ae1otiatioaa ot wares, boun aad workiar coaditioaa, reaolu-
tioaa of •ployeea• rrievaacea, or reaolutioa of Juriadictioaal 
diaputea or tbe eatabliabaeat ud -iateaaace of prevail1ac wa1e 
ratea, ualeaa a aaJoritJ of tbe employee• ao repreaeated expreaaea 
a coatruy dea1re 1111der tbe procedure• Ht fortb ia tb1a Act. Thia 
Sectloa, boweTer, doea aot probibit aulti-uait barraiatar. llotw1tb-
ataadiac tbe above tactora, where tbe maJoritJ of public •ployeea 
of a craft ao decide, tbe Board aball deairaate aucb craft aa a 
uait appropriate for tbe purpoaea of collective barcaiaiac. 
(b) Aa educational employer aa, voluatarilJ recopize a labor 
orraaizatioa for collective bar1atainr purposes if tbat orcaaization 
appear• to represent a majority of -ployees in tbe unit. Tbe 
•ployer shall post notice of its intent to ao recocnlze for a 
period of at least 20 acbool days oa bulletin boards or other places 
used or reserved for employee aoticea. Thereafter. tbe -ployer, 
if satisfied as to the -Jority status of tbe -ployee orranization, 
shall send written notification of such recornition to the Board 
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for certification 
Within the 20 day notice period however, any other interested 
employee organization may petttioc the Board to aeek recognition 
as the exclua1ve representative of the unit 1c the manner apec1fied 
by rules and re1ulat1ona prescribed by the Board, if such inter-
ested employee orcanization baa been desicnated by at least 151 
ot the -ployeea in an appropriate bar,aininc unit which includes 
all or some of the employees in the unit intended to be recocnized 
by the employer. Ia such event, the Board shall proceed with the 
petition in the same manner as provided in pararraph (c) of tbis 
Section. 
(c) A labor orcanization may also cain recocnition as the 
exclusive representative by an election of the employees in the 
unit. Petitions requeatinc an election may be filed witb the 
Board'. 
(l) by an employee or coup of employees or any labor orrani-
zationa actinc on tbeir behalf allerinr and presentinr evidence 
that 3°" or more of tbe employees in a barraininc unit wiab to be 
represented for collective barcaininr or that tbe labor orranization 
wbicb bas bnn actinr as tbe exclusive barrainin1 representative 
is no lonrer representati•• of a majority of tbe .. ployees in the 
unit; or 
(2) by an employer allertnr that one or more labor orrant-
zattons ha•• presented a claim to be recorni&ed as an exclusive 
barratninr representative of a majority of the .. ploy••• in an 
appropriate unit and that it doubts tbe majority status of any of 
the orrantzattona or that it doubts tbe majority status of an 
exclusive barraintnr representative. 
The Board shall tnvestirate tbe petition and if it bas reason-
able cause to suspect that a question of representation exists, it 
shall rt•• notice and conduct a bearinr. If it finds upon tbe 
record of the beartnr tbat a question of representation exists, it 
shall direct an election, which shall be held no later than 90 daya 
after the date the petition was filed. Hothinr prohibits tbe 
waivtnr of beartnrs by the parties and the conduct of consent 
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elections 
No election may be conducted in any barga1n1ng un:t dur1ng 
the tenn of a collect1ve bar1ain1ng agreement covering sucn un 1t 
or subd1v1s1on thereof, except the Board may direct an election 
after the fil1nc of a petition between January 15 and March 1 of 
the final year of a collective bar1ainin1 acreement. Nothinc in 
thll Sectioa prohibits tbe aecotiation of a collective barcaininc 
acreement coverinc a period aot exceedinc 3 years. A collective 
barcaiaiac acreemeat of lees tban 3 years may be extended up to 
3 years by tbe parties if tbe extension is acreed to in WTitinc 
before tbe filinc of a petition uader tbis Section. In sucb case, 
tbe fiaal year of tbe exteaeioa is tbe fiaal year of tbe collective 
barcainiac acre-at. No election may be conducted 1a a barcaiaiac 
unit, or subdivision tbereof, ia wb1cb a valid election baa been 
beld witb1n tbe precedtac 12 moatb period. 
Sect1oa 8, ..._E_l_e_c_t_1_o_a ___ c_e_r_t_i_f_1_c_a_t_1_0.n. Electtoaa aball be by 
secret ballot, and conducted ta accordance witb rules aad recula-
tioaa eatabliabed by tbe Illiaoia Educational Labor Relations Board. 
AD iacu,abeat exclusive barca1a1DC repre .. atat1ve aball automatically 
be placed OD &DJ ballot w1tb tbe petitioner'• labor orcaaization. 
AD 1atervea1ac labor orcaa1zat1oa may be placed oa tbe ballot wben 
supported by 15~ or 110re of tbe -ployeea 1a tbe barcataiac unit. 
Tbe Board aball cive at least 30 days notice of tbe time &Dd place 
of tbe election to tbe parties &Dd, upoa request, sball provide 
tbe parties witb a 11st of name• aad addresses of persons eliCible 
to vote ia tbe election at least 15 days before tbe election. Tbe 
ballot must include, aa oae ot the alternatives, tbe cboice of "no 
representative". No mail ballots are permitted except wbere a 
specific individual would otberwise be unable to cast a ballot. 
Tbe labor orcaa1zat1oa receiviac a majority of tbe ballots 
cast aball be certified by tbe Board as tbe exclusive barcaiainc 
representative. If the cboice of "ao representative" receives a 
majority, tbe employer shall not recocaize aay exclusive barcaiaiac 
representative for at least 12 months. If noae of the choices oa 
the ballot receives a majority, a run-off shall be conducted bet-en 
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the 2 choices rec!'1v1ng the larg<!'st nwober of val id vet es cast 1n 
the election. The Board shall certify the results of the election 
w1th10 5 work1nc days after the !10al tally o! votes unless a charce 
1s !1led by a party allec1nc tbat 1mproper conduct occurred wb1cb 
affected the outcome ot the election. The Board shall promptly 
investicate the allecations, and 1f it finds probable cause that 
improper conduct occurred and could bave affected tbe outcome of 
the elect1on, it shall set a hearinc 00 the matter 00 a date fallinc 
w1tbin 2 weeks of when it received the chuce. If it determines, 
after bearinc, tbat the outcome of the election was affected by 
improper conduct, it sball order a new election and shall order 
corrective action wbicb it consider• necessary to insure tbe fair-
ness of the new election. It it determine• upon investication or 
after hearinc that the alleced improper conduct did not take place 
or that it did not affect tbe results of tbe election, it aball 
iaaediately certify the election results. 
Any labor orcanization that 1• the exclusive barcatninc 
representative in an appropriate unit on the effective date of this 
Act shall continue as aucb until a new one is selected under this 
Act. 
Section 9. Board rules. The Board shall promulcate rules 
and reculation• coverntnc the appropriateness of barcatninc units. 
representation elections, employee petitions for recocnttton and 
procedure• for voluntary recocnitton of employee orcantzation• by 
employers. 
Sect ion 10. Dut1 to barcain A public employer and the ex-
clusive representative bave tbe authority and tbe duty to barcain 
collectively as set forth in this section. Ca) Collective barrain-
inc is the performance of the mutual oblirations of tbe educational 
employer and tbe representative of tbe educational employees to 
meet at reasonable times and confer in cood faitb witb respect to 
waces, hours and other terms and conditions of employment, and to 
execute a written contract incorporatinr any arreement reached by 
such oblication, provided such oblication does not compel either 
party to arree to a proposal or require the aakinc of a concession. 
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(b) The parties tu the collective barga1n,ng process shall 
not effect or implement a prov1s1on 1n a collective bargaining 
a1reement 1t the implementation of that provisioo would be in 
v1olat10D ot, or 1ncons1stent with. or in conflict with anv statute 
or statutes enacted by the General Assembly ot Illinois. The par-
ties to the collective bar1a1n1n1 process may effect or implement a 
provision in a collective bar1a1n1n1 acreement if tbe implementa-
tion of tbat provision has the effect of supplementing any pro-
vision ln any statute or statutes enacted by tbe General Assembly 
ot Illinola pertaininc to wages, hours or other conditions of 
employment; provided however, no provision in a collective bar1ain-
in1 ,..reement _, be effected or imple•nted if such provision baa 
the effect of ne1atin1, abro1atin1, replacinr. reducin1, diminiah-
inr, or lialtlDI la any way any employee rl1bta, ruaraatns or 
priviler•• pertalnin1 to _,ea, hours or other conditions of em-
plo,..at provided la •ucb •tatute•. Any provuion la a collective 
bar1alnln1 a1ree-at wblcb baa tbe effect of neratiDI, abro1atin1, 
repl&1:in1, reduclnr, d11Diniabla1 or llaitiar in any way any employee 
ri1bta, ruaraateea or priv1le1ea provided in an 11.linoil statute 
or statutes •ball be void and uenforceable, but shall not affect 
tbe validity, enforceability and iapl-ntation of other permissible 
prov1a1ona of tbe collective bar1alnin1 ,..reement. 
(c) The collective bar1aiain1 ,..re-at nerotlated between 
representative• of the educational -ployee• and tbe educational 
•ployer •ball contain a 1rievance resolution procedure which shall 
apply to all -ployees in tbe unit and •ball provide for bindln1 
arbitration of disputes concernin1 the administration or interpre-
tation of tbe a1rnment. The a1r•-nt shall also contain appro-
priate 1anrua1e probibitin1 strikes for the duration of the 
acre-nt. The coats of aucb arbitration aball be borne equally 
by the educational .. ployer and the -ployee or1anization. 
(d) Once an a1re-ent is reached bet-en representatives of 
the educational employees and the ecwcatioaal employer and is 
ratified by both parties, the a1reement shall be reduced to •rit1n1 
and ai1aed by the parties. 
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Sect ion 11 Non-member fair share payments 'lhen a co!lec-
tive bargaining agreement 1s entered lnto with an exclusive repre-
sentative, 1t may include a provision requiring employees covered 
by the acreement wbo are not members of the orcanization to pay to 
tbe orcanization a fair share fee tor services rendered. Tbe 
exclusive representative aball certify to the employer an amount 
not to exceed the dues uniformly required ot members which shall 
constitute each non member employee's fair share tee. The fair 
share tee pa}'lllent shall be deducted by the employer from the earn-
1n1s ot the non member employees and paid to the exclusive repre-
sentative. 
The amount certified by the exclusive representative shall 
not include any fees for contributions related to the election or 
support of any candidate for political office. Nothlac la this 
Section shall preclude the 000 member employee from aakiac volun-
tary political contributions ia coaJuactioa with his/her fair share 
payment. 
Acre-ats coataiaia, a fair share acre-eat must safe,uard 
the richt of 000-associatioa of employees based upon boaafide 
relicious tenets or teachiac of a church or relicious body of 
which sucb -ployees are m-bers. Such -ployees ay be required 
to pay aa amount equal to their proportionate share, determined 
under a proportionate share acreemeat, to a aoa-relicious chari-
table orcaaizatioa mutually acreed upon by the -ployees affected 
and the exclusive representative to wbich such -ployees would 
otherwise pay such fee. It the affected -ployees and the exclu-
sive representative are unable to reach aa acreemeat oa the matter, 
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Board may establish aa 
approved list of charitab1e orcaaizat ions to which such payme11ts 
may be made. 
Sectio11 12. Impasse procedures. It the parties e111a1ed la 
collective bar1ai11i01 have 11ot reached a11 acr•-•at by 90 days 
before tbe scheduled start of the forthcom1111 school year, the 
parties shall 11otHY the Illinois Educat io11al Labor Rel at io11s Board 
co11cer11i01 the status of necotiations. 
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~pon d.,mand of e1tner ~arty, col,e,t1·1E- barga.n1ng be:wPer. 
the employer and an exclus:ve bargaining represe0tat1ve must beg1c 
w1th10 60 days of the date of cert1f1cat1on or the representative 
by tbe Board, or 1n the case of ac ex1st1n1 exclusive bar1ainic1 
representative, within 60 days of the receipt by a party of a 
demand to bar1ai0 issued by the otber party. Once c011111e0ced, 
collective bar1aici01 must continue for at least a 60 day period, 
unless a contract is entered into. 
If after a reaaonable period of necot1ation and within 4~ 
days of tbe scheduled start of the forth-cominc scbool year tbe 
parties encased in collective bar1ainin1 bave reacbed an impasse, 
eitber party may petition tbe Board to initiate mediation. Alter-
natively, tbe Board OD its own motion may initiate mediation dur-
inc tbis period. However, tbe services of tbe mediators sball 
continuously be made available to tbe employer and to tbe ••elusive 
bar1ainin1 representative for purposes of arbitration of 1rievacces 
and Mdiation or arbitration of coctract disputes. If requested 
by tbe parties, tbe mediator may perform fact-findiDC and iD so 
doin1 conduct bearincs and make written findiocs and recoaneoda-
tions for resolution of tbe dispute. Sucb mediation sball be 
provided by tbe Board and sball be beld before qualified impartial 
individuals. Wotbinc probibits tbe use of otber individuals or 
orcanizations sucb as tbe Federal Mediation and Conciliation Ser-
vice or tbe American Arbitration Association selected by botb tbe 
••elusive barcaioinc representative and tbe -ployer. 
If tbe parties encaced in collective bar1ai01n1 fail to reacb 
an acre-nt witbin 15 days of tbe scheduled start of tbe fortb-
comioc scbool year and bave not requested mediation, tbe Illinois 
Educational Labor Relations Board sball invoke Mdiatioc. 
Tbe costs of fact fiDdinC and -diation shall be shared equally 
between tbe -ployer and the ••elusive barsaininc aceot. 
MotbiDI in this Act prevents an employer and an ••elusive 
barcainioc representative from mutually sublllittinc to final and 
biDdinc impartial arbitration unresolved issues concernin1 the 
the terms of a new collective bar1ain1n1 acreeraent. 
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Sect1c,r. ,3 Str ;l<e~ Educat:nnal employees shall not engage 
1n a strike except under the following cond1t1ons 
(a) they are represented by an exclusive barca1n1nr represen-
tative, 
(b) mediation bas been used without success, 
(c) at least 5 days bave elapsed after a notice o! intent to 
strike has been 11ve0 by tbe exclusive bar1aini01 representative 
to tbe educational employer, tbe re11onal superintendent and to 
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Board. 
(d) the collective bucaiDiDC acreement between tbe educational 
employer and educational employees, 1! any, has expired; and 
(e) tbe employer and tbe exclusive bar1aiDiDC representative 
have not mutually submitted tbe unresolved issues to arbitration. 
I!, however, 1D tbe opinion of an employer a strike is or bas 
become a clear and present dancer to tbe bealtb or safety of tbe 
public, it may initiate in tbe circuit court of the county in wbicb 
sucb dancer exists an action for relief wbicb may include, but is 
not limited to, injunction. Tbe court -Y rr&11t appropriate relief 
upon tbe findinr that such clear and present dancer exists. An 
unfair practice or other evidence of lack of clean bands by tbe 
educational employer is a defense to such action except as provided 
for in this sub-pararrapb. Tbe jurisdiction of a court under this 
Section is limited by "AD Act relatinC to disputes concerninc terms 
and conditions of .. plo:,ment", approved June 19, 1925, as no• or 
bereafter ameDded. 
Section 14. JJnfair labor practices. (a) Educational employ-
ers, their a1ents or representatives are prohibited fr01D: 
Cl) lnterfer1n1, restraininc or coercinc eaployees in tbe 
exercise of the rtcbts cuaranteed under tbis Act. 
(2) DominatiDC or interferiDI •1th tbe formation, existence 
or administration of any employee orcan1zation. 
(3) D1scrim1natin1 in recard to hire or tenure of employment 
or any term or condition of employment to encourace or discourace 
membersb1p in any employee orranization. 
(4) Discbarcinc or otherwise discr1minatin1 acainst an employee 
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becausP he or she has signed or !1led ac a!!1dav1t, autnor:zat;:c 
card, pet1t1on or complaint or given any 1n!ormat1on or testimoc; 
under this Act. 
(5) Retus1ng to bargain collect1vely 1n good ta1th •ith an 
employee representative •b1cb 1s the exclusive represectative of 
nployees iD an appropriate unit, includiDI but not limited to 
tbe discuss1DI of 1rievances •itb the exclusive representative, 
provided, bo-ver, tbat if aa alle1ed unfair labor practice in-
volves interpretation or application of tbe tenas of a collective 
bar1aiain1 a1re .. eat and said a1reneat contains a 1rievaace and 
arbitration procedure, tbe Board may defer the resolution of aucb 
dispute to tbe 1rievance and arbitration procedure contained in 
said acre-at. 
(6) Refusinc to reduce a collective barcaiaiac a1reement to 
writin1 and aiJDinc aucb acr--nt. 
(7) Violatiac &DJ of tbe rules and re1ulationa promul1ated by 
tbe Board re1ulatin1 tbe conduct of representation elections. 
(I) Refuainc to comply witb tbe provisions of a bindinc 
arbitration a-rd. 
(b) laployee orcanizations, their acenta or representatives 
or educational employees are prohibited frca: 
(1) leatrainin1 or coercin1 -ploy••• in the exercise of tbe 
riJbta suaranteed under tbis Act. 
(2) lestrainin1 or coercin1 an educational .. ploycr ta the 
selection of bis representative for the purposes of collective 
bar1ainin1 or tbe adjuataent of crievances. 
(3) Refuain1 to bar1ain collectively in 1ood faitb •itb an 
educational •ployer, if tbey bave been desi1nated in accordance 
witb any provisions of tbis Act as tbe exclusive representative 
of •ployeea ia aa appropriate unit. 
(4) Violatinc &11y of tbe rules and reculations promulcated 
by tbe Board reculat1n1 tbe conduct of represenation elections. 
(5) Refuain1 to reduce a collective barca1n1n1 acreement to 
writinJ and s1cn1n1 such acre .. ent. 
(6) Refusinc to comply •1tb the provisions of a bind1nc 
arb1trat1O0 award 
Sect1O0 15 Cnfair labor practice procedure 
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A charge of 
unfair labor practice may be filed •1th the Board by an employer 
or a labor organization. If the Board after invest11ation finds 
tbat the charce states ao issue of law or fact, it shall issue acd 
cause to be served upoo the party complained ot a complaint whicb 
fully states tbe cbarces aod thereupon hold a hearin& oo the charces, 
1ivic1 at least 5 days' notice to the parties. At hearin&, the 
char1in1 party may also present evidence io support ot the charces 
aod the partycharced may tile an answer to tbe cbarces, appear in 
person or by attorney, and present evidence in defense acainat tbe 
cbarces. 
Tbe Board bas tbe power to issue subpoena• and administer oaths. 
If any party wilfully fails or neclects to appear or testify or to 
produce books, papers and records pursuant to subpoena issued by 
the Board, tbe Board shall apply to tbe circuit court for an order 
to compel tbe attendance of the party at the bearinc to testify or 
produce requested documents. 
If the Board finds that the party charced bas coanitted an un-
fair labor practice, it shall -k• findiacs of fact and ta empowered 
to issue an order requirinr tbe party charred to stop the unfair 
practice, and may take additional affirmative action, 1nclud1nr re-
quirinr the party to 11&ke reports from time to ti- abowinr the 
extent to wbicb be or sbe bas complied with tbe order. "o order 
shall be issued upon an unfair practice occurriac more tbaa 6 months 
before tbe filinc of the cbarre allecinc tbe unfair labor practice. 
If the Board finds that tbe party charred bas not co-itted &DJ 
unfair labor practice, findincs of fact shall be -de and an order 
issued diaissinr tbe cbarces. 
The Board may petition tbe circuit court of tbe county iD which 
the unfair labor practice in question occurred or where the party 
cbarced witb the uatair labor practice resides or transacts business 
to enforce an order and for other relief, whicb -Y include but is 
not limited to, inJunctions, 
Section 16, Judicial review. (a) A cbarcinc party or any 
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person aggr1~vfld b;· ~ ~ Jna. '__,rder of ttif:' 8(1~rd ,:rant 1ng ri r a P : . .,- : r . .:. 
1n whole or in part the rl'l 1ef sought may apply for and obt,ur. 
Jud1c1al review of ac order of the Board entered under this Act !n 
accordance •1th the prov1s1O0s of the Administrative Review La•. 
aa co• or hereafter amended, except tbat auch Judicial rev1ew shall 
be taken directly to the Appellate Court of tbe Judicial district 
ia which tbe Board maintains its principal office. 
(b) Whenever it appears that any peraoa has violated a final 
order of tbe Board isaued under this Act, the Board may COIIIIDence 
aD action iD the name of tbe people of the State of Illinois by 
petition, allecinc tbe violation, attachinc a copy of the order of 
tbe Board, &Dd prayinc for tbe isauance of an order directinc the 
person, bis officera, aceata, aervanta, auccessors, and asaicns to 
comply with the order of the Board. Upon the camence-nt of tbe 
action, tbe Court may crant or refuse, in •bole or 1n part, the 
relief aoucbt, provided that tbe Court may atay an order of tbe 
Board 1n accordance wttb Section 3-111 of tbe Code of Civil Pro-
cedure pendinc diapoaition of the proceedincs. The Court may punish 
a violation of 1ta order aa in civil coat-pt. 
(c) Tbe proceedtnc• provided in subsection (b) of this Section 
shall be c~aced ia the circuit court ia the county where the 
unfair labor practice wbtcb ts tbe subject of tbe Board's order -s 
c01aitted, or where a person required to cease aad desist by sucb 
order resides or transacts business. 
(d) The Board aay, upoa issuance of aa unfair labor practice 
complaint, petittoa the circuit court where the alleced unfair 
practice which ts the subJect of tbe Board's complaint waa allecedly 
coaaitted, or wbere a person required to cease aad desist from 
such alleced uafa1r labor practice reside• or transacts business, 
for appropriate temporary releif or a restraininc order- Upoa the 
!iliac of aay such petition the court shall cause notice thereof 
to be served upon sucb person, and thereupon shall bave Jurisdiction 
to craat to the Board such temporary relief or reatraininc order 
as it deems just aad proper. 
(e) In any Judicial review proceedinc broucht hereunder, the 
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employee organ1zat1on may sue 0r DP sued as a~ entity ~nd 1n be-
half of the employees whom it represents The service of legal 
process. summons. or subpoena upon an officer or a1ent o! the 
employee or1ao1zatioo 1n hls or ber capacity as sucb, shall con-
stitute service upoo said employee or1anizat1oa. 
Sect1on 17. Effect on otber laws. In case of aay conflict 
between tbe provisions of tbis Act and any otber law, executive 
order or administrative rerulation, the provisions of this Act 
shall prevail and control. Notbinr in this Act sball be construed 
to replace or diminish tbe rirhts of employees established by 
Section 36d of "An Act to create the State Universities Civil Ser-
vice System", approved May 11, 1905, as amended or modified. 
Section 18. MeetinJs. The provisions of tbe Open Meetincs 
Act shall aot apply to collective barraininr necotiations aad 
rrievaace arbitrations conducted pursuant to this Act. 
Section 19. SovereiJn Immuni..tv. For purposes of this Act, 
tbe State of Illinois waives sovereirn 1-unity. 
Section 20. Short title. Tbis Act shall be known and may 
be cited as tbe "Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act". 
Section 21. Inapplicability of State Mandates Act. The 
General Assembly finds tbat this Act imposes additional duties on 
local educational employers wbicb can be carried out by existiac 
staff and procedures at no appreciable net cost increase. The 
increased additional annual net costs resultinc from tbe enactment 
of this Act would be less than $50,000, in tbe accrerate, for all 
local educational employers and affected by this Act, and reim-
bursements of local educational employers is not required of tbe 
State under Tb• State Mandates Act, by reason of tbe exclusions 
specified in clauses (2) and (5) of subsection (a) of Section 8 
of tbat Act. 
Section 22. Section 24-21.l 
approved March 18, 1961, as amended, 
follows: 
(Ch. 122, Par. 24-21.l) 
of "Tbe School Code", 
amended to read as 
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Sec. 24-21.1. Organization dues, payments and contrihutio1 
The board shall, upon the written request of an employee, with-
hold from the compensation of that employee any dues, payments 
or contributions payable by such employee to any employee labor 
organization as defined in the Illinois Educational Labor Rela-
tions Act. Under such arrangement, an amount shall be withheld 
from each regular payroll period which is equal to the pro rata 
share of the annual dues plus any payments or contributions and 
the board shall transmit such withholdings to the specified 
labor organization within 10 working days from the time of the 
withholding. 
Section 23. Sections 3-26 and 4-6 of the "Public Communit} 
College Ac~, approved July 15, 1965, as amended, are amended to 
read as follows: 
(Ch. 122, par. 103-26) 
Sec. 3-26. (a) To make appointments and fix the salaries 
of a chief administrative officer, who shall be the executive 
. , 
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~!'1cPr nf tnP board. atnPr adm1n1~trat1ve personnel and all 
teachers In making these app~1ntments and"fixing the salaries. 
rhe board may make no discriMination on account o! sex. race. 
creed. color or national origin. 
(b) ~pon the written request of an employee. to withhold 
from the compensation o! that employee the membership dues o! 
such employee payable to any specified labor orranization as 
defined 1n the Illinoi~ Educational Labor Relations Act. Under 
such arranrement. an amount shall be withheld for each reiular 
payroll period which is equal to the prorata share of the annual 
membership dues plus any payments of contributions and the board 
shall pay sucb withholdinr to the specified labor orranization 
w1th1n 10 workinr days from the time of the withholding. 
(Ch 122, par. 104-6) 
Sec. 4-6. The experimental district Board of Trustees shall 
have tbe power and duties conferred on co11111unity collece boards 
by Sections 3-16, 3-22, 3-25, 3-28, 3-29. 3-31, 3-31.1, 3-32, 
3-35. 3-38.1, 3-39, 3-39.1. 3-40, 3-40.1. 3-42, 3-42.l and 
3-43 and subsection (b) of Section 3-26 of this Act subject to 
limitations as prescribed by the rules and reiulations ot the 
State Board. Tbe experimental district board ot trustees shall 
hav~ the further powers and duties: 
(~) To operate comprehensive coaaunity colleie procram and 
develop. promote, and operate experimental and innovative procrams 
emphasizinc vocational and technical traininc includinc procrams 
and innovations at the direction ot the State Board, and make a 
thorouch. comprehensive, and continuous study of the status ot 
co11111un1 t~· collece education •i thin the district, its problems, 
needs for improvement. and oro,ected develoo_ments, an~ make a 
detailed report thereof •1th rec011111endations to the State Board 
not later than Au,ust 1 each year . 
(b) To subnut its budret proposals for the operation and 
capital needs to the State Board by the date spec1~ied each 
,·par for the followinr fiscal "'ear. Such budret proposals shall 
include all projected revenues and expenditures tr0111 all sources. 
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(cJ To ~stabl1sh a fiscal year which shal~. be J~l1/ re 
June 30 
id) To make and provide pol1c1es rules re~ulat1ons and 
procedures not inconsistent with the prov1sioos of this Act !or 
the proper administration or tbe experimental collece and shall 
file with the State Board aod with the Secretary or State copies 
thereof as provided by the Illinois Administrative Procedure 
Act, as oow or berea!ter amended, and comply with all the policies. 
rules, reculations, procedures. standards, criteria and ruide 
lioes established tor co11111uaity colleie districts by tbe State 
Board uoless specifically exempted by tbe State Board. 
(e) To establish tuition rates and fees coosisteat with 
the «eneral policies on tuition and fees of the State Board. 
(fl To adopt a budret and pass a resolution to be termed 
the "annual budret" before or within the first 1DOnth of each 
fiscal year. The budret shall set forth estimates, by classes. 
ot all current asaets and liabilities of each fund of the 
board as of the becinninr of the fiscal year, and the amounts 
of those assets estimated to be available for appropriation 
ia that year, either for expenditures or char~es to be -de or 
incurred durinr that year or for liabilities unpaid at the be-
cinninc thereof. The budcet shall specify the orcanizational 
unit, fund, activity and object to which aa appropriation is 
applicable, as well as the &1110unt of such appropriation and 
esti111&ted current expenditures or charre~ to be m&de or incurred 
dur1n1 that fiscal year. Copies of this budret and any amend-
ments thereto shall be filed with the State Board in accordance 
with reculations prescribed by the Board. 
(g) To employ and fix the compensation of aa executive 
officer. •ho shall be president of the collere and shall also 
be the executive secretary of the board, and such employees as 
1t deems necessary for the purpose of this Act in accordance 
,with the provisions of "An Act to create the un1,·ers1ty c1v1l 
service system of 11 linois and to define its powers and duties". 
approved Nay 11. 190~. as now or hereafter &mended. The executiv• 
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f~~ce~ ½.halj havf' ct:ar~P cf a!; ~h€-- r""cord:.s ot :~e b0ar-j ar.d 
kPep thP same securP at all times and keep a fu:: anc com~letP 
record of attendance of the members of the board and f~ll and 
complete minutes of the meetings thereof. 
(h) If the Auditor General does not perform an annual 
compliance audit of the experimental district. the board shall 
cause an audit to be made as of the end of each fiscal year 
by an accountant licensed to practice public accounting in 
Illinois and appointed by the board. The auditor shall perform 
his examination in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards and re~lations prescribed by the State Board, and 
submit his report thereon in accordance with cenerally accepted 
accountinc principles. The examination and report shall include 
a verification of student enrollments. The audit report shall 
include a statement of the scope and findincs of the audit and 
a professional opinion sicned by the auditor. If a professional 
opinion is denied by the auditor he shall set forth the reasons 
for that denial. The board shall not limit the scope of the 
examination to the extent that the effect of such limitation •ill 
result in the qualification of the auditor's professional opinion. 
Copies of the audit report shall be filed with the State Board 
in accordance witb regulations prescribed by the State lloard. 
(i) To submit annually a financial statement to the State 
Board in accordance •1th rules and rerulations issued by the 
State Board. 
Cj) To purchase, acquire, and lease property and enter 
into contractual agreements in accordance •1th State purchasinr 
reculations and State Board policies. 
Section 211. Section 3-14.24 of "The School Code", approved 
'.larch 111, 1961, as amended. is repealed. 
Section 29. This Act takes effect on January 1, 1984. 
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Conmunity College Act, 
- amendment 20 
Concerted Activities, 
- employee rights 4 
Confidential Employee 4 
Consent Election 9-10 
Court, 
- jurisdiction 15, 18 
- venue 15, 18 
Craft Employee 4 
C 
188 
0 
Duty to llargain 
- definition of, 11 
- exclu1ion of managerial policy 5 
- illegal 1ubjects of negotiation 12 
- mandatory 1ubject1 of negotiation 5, 11 
- penniasive 1ubject of negotiation 5 
time for co11Dencement of negotiations, 60 day requirements 
- minimum duration of 14 
Educational Employee 
- see eniployee 
Effect on other laws 19 
Effective date of Act.23 
Employee Organization, 
- defined, 2 
- entity 1tatua 
- rights of, 4, 
18, 19 
5, 10 
E 
- recognition of as exclusive representative 
Employees 
- types of defined, 2 
- confidential 4 
- craft 4 
- educational 2· 
- managerial 4 
- professional 3,4 
- supervisory 3 
- rights 4 
Employer 
- educational employer, defined 2 
- rights of; 4 
Elections 
- conduct of 9-11 
- election bar 10 
- improper election conduct 11 
- petitions for 9 
- rules governing 11 
Exclusive bargaining repre1entative 
- defined, 2 
- certification of 9, 10-11 
· duty to bargain with 11 
• voluntary recognition of 8, 9 
• employee rights 4, 5 
"grandfathered" 11 
Experimental district Board of Trustees 21 
7-10 
14 
189 
Fair Share Payments 
- certification of anount J) 
exclusion of amounts attributat,J., to politic_al contribction : 1 
- pemissive. not mandatory I) 
- requirement that employer deduct l) 
- religious obJections. payment to charity l) 
G 
Good Faith, 
- duty to bargain in 10 
Grievances 
- exclusive bargaining representatives, notice to 5 
- individual employees. right to present 5 
- mandatory binding arbitration 12 
Illegal topics of bargaining 12 
Illinois Educational Labor Mediation Roster 7 
Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA) 
- •ffect of Act on other laws 17 
- open meetings act inapplicable 17 
- policy of act 1 
- sovereign: i1111111nity waiver 19 
- state mandates act inapplicalbe 19 
Illinois Educational Labor Relations Board (IELRB) 
- defined, J 
- eatablishment of the Board, composition 5, 6 
- term of members 6 
- quona 6 
- re1110val 6 
- 1ubpoena power 6, 7 
- rulee 7 
I111pa11e Procedures 
- arbitration, interest 14 
- permiaaive 14 
- fact finding 14 
- mediation 
- 45 days before school, either party or Board 14 
- 15 days before school, mandatory 14 
- cost 
- 1tatu1 report, requirement of 90 day 13 
J 
Judicial Review of Board decisions 17-19 
H 
Management Rights. 5 
- see fmplover R1~h1 · 
Managerial employee 4 
Mandates Act 19 
Mandatory topics of bargaining 5.11 
Hedi at ion, 14, 15 
N 
Notice of Intent to voluntarily recognize 
- time lines 8.9 
0 
Open Meetings Act 19 
p 
Permissive topics of bargaining 5 
Person, 
- defined 3 
Policy of Act, l 
Professional employee 3,4 
Prohibited subjects of bargaining 12 
R 
Recognition of Exclusive Bargaining Representative 
- certification by the Board ll 
- voluntary recognition 8,9 
Regional Superintendent 3 
Rules, 
- IELllB in general 7, ll 
- election procedures 10,ll 
s 
Scope of Bargaining 5, 11-12 
Sovereign Immunity, 19 
- waived 
190 
191 
Strike• 
cond1t1on, prl'cedent l'J 
no str:k£> clause. 
mandat<>ry 12 
suit to enJoin 15 
c !ear and present danP,er l 'J 
unclean hands. unfair labor practice defense 15 
Subpoenas, 6· 7, 17 
Supervisor 3 
Time 
T 
administrative review See 111 inois Code of Civil Proceciire. Sec 3-103 
contract bar 10 
election 
- file petition, last year of contract 10 
- time within which to conduct 9 
notice of time and place 10 
provide list of eligible voters 10 
- certify results 11 
hearing on charge of improper conduct 11 
• mandatory, imposed mediation 14 
• permissive mediation 14 
• maximum term of collective bargaining agreement 10 
• extension of 10 
• mediation 
• mandatory 14 
• permiuive 14 
• minimum duration of negotiations 14 
- within which to file petition for election 10 
- last year of contract 10 
- within which to file unfair labor practice charge 17 
- notice of intent to strike 1~ 
- within which to begin negotiations 14 
- initial status report on negotiatior.s 13 
- ter11 of Board -i,ers 6 
- notice of hearing on unfair labor practice charge 17 
• file unfair labor practice charge 17 
• notice of intent to voluntarily recognize 8 
u 
Unfair Labor Practices 
• defined 3 
• by employers 1~·16 
by employees or employee organizations 16-17 
- deferal to arbitration 16 
- jud1e1al review 17·19 
· dirPct !o appellatP cuurt 18 
· c I rcuit court 18 
- brought by Board 18 
- procedures for determining 
complaint 17 
• hearing 17 
• findings 17 
- subpoena power of Board 17 
• time limits on filing 17 
- enforcement 17 
Unit Determination 
- appropriateness 8 
- criteria 8 
- rules 11 
- voluntary recognition 8-9 
Voluntary Recognition 
• criteria 8-9 
- notice of intent 8 
- rules governing 11 
V 
w 
Wages, 
- defined , 3 
192 
193 
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